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_ AavMouR has got into several of the daily papers 
that di health will shortly occasion the retirement 
'ffie W. F. Channell from the Bench. We have the 
| qitatest pleasure in informing our readers that we are 
gat i to state that although Baron Channell has 
mm lately unwell; he-has no immediate intention of 
igning, but hopes on the contrary to continue in the 
of his: judicial duties for some time to come. 














mation by any remarks of ours. It is well known that 
at the Leeds Assizes there was a great press of business 
and many remanets were unavoidably made, Under 
those circumstances it appears to us not only in the dis- 
cretion but the duty of the judge, not to permit the way 
to be stopped, and other cases delayed, by a default 
which threatened to make the case in question occupy 
more time than necessary, and it is needless to say that if 


inarily 
Courts would get through a much smaller number of 
cases than they now do, 
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whatever they may be, to the introduction of the Act. | 
Possibly the ground for the opposition may be‘ the fact 
that when ‘once a highway district is formed ‘it is often 
difficult to procure its dissolution. _‘ 

The principle of the Act consists 'in the ‘formation of 
highway districts comprising several parishes, and under 
government of a highway board composed of the way- 
wardens of the several places within the district who 
shall be appointed under the Act, and the county magis- 
trates residing within the district. ‘This board has power 
to levy rates and otherwise in every respect to act in the 
management of the Highways of the district over which 
presides, Obviously then the effectof the formation of a 
highway district is to take away from the several parishes 
or places of which itis composed, thecontrol over theexpendi- 
ture on and management of their roadsand to vest that con- 
trol in a board of justices residing within the district. 
The 5th section empowers any five justices of a county 
to require the clerk of the peace to give notice for a 
certain day for holding Quarter Sessions within the county, 
that a proposal will be made to the justices at sessions, 
to divide the county or'some part thereof into highway 
districts, or to constitute some part thereof a highway 

istrict. In the case of the formation‘of a single district 
only, two out of the five justices must be resident within 
the proposed district. When this has been done and 
the district has been formed by a provisional order, 
confirmed six months afterwards by a final order of 
Quarter Sessions; if the parishes of the district find it 
inconvenient and desire to return to their former status, 
the remedy is provided by the 39th section, which re- 
quires the same formalities to be gone through. That is 
to say, the proposal must be by five justices, two at least 
of whom must reside in the district. The local authori- 
ties may appear at Quarter Sessions and show cause 
against the provisional or final ‘order, but the county 
magistrates may make or refuse to make the proposal, 
according to their own discretion. Instances have oc- 
curred, and one notably in Middlesex, in which single 
parishes becoming dissatisfied with the operation of the 
district system, have desired to withdraw from the 
“ district ” with which they have become incorporated, 
but have been unable to get as far as the Quarter Sessions 
in consequence of their not being able to procure five 
justices to sign the requisite notice to the clerk of the 
peace. Considerable complaints have consequently been 
made in some quarters, respecting the operation of the 
machinery of the Act in this respect. Whether this 
machinery really works badly, and’ whether the aversion 
of an isolated parish to a scheme approved by the rest of 
a country side is entitled to constitute itself an exception 
which we do not now discuss. 


AN EMINENT historian and philosopher has been taken 
from us. SirArchibald Alison, author of the “ History of 
Europe from the commencement of the French Revolu- 
tion in 1789 to the restoration of the Bourbons in 
1815,” died on the 28rd ult., at his residence near 
Glasgow, in the ‘seventy-fifth year of his age. He 
was educated at Edinburgh: University, under Dugald 
Stewart, Playfair, and Leslie, and took the highest 
honours both in mathematics and classics. He came, it 
may be observed, of a mathematical stock, several of his 
ancestors on the mother’s side having distinguished 
themselves in that science. In 1814, at the age of 
twenty-two, he became a member of the Scottish bar, but 
did not follow up his profession at once, his next few 
years being spent in travelling on the continent, and it | 
is needless to remind the reader of his History of the 
traces which are there to be found of the author’s early 
sojourn in the localities of which he wrote. In- 1822 he 
was appointed one of the Advocates Depute, under Sir 
William Ray, then Lord Advocate, an office which he held 
until the dissolution of the Wellington: Ministry in 1830. 

As a result ofthe knowledge thus acquired he published 
his first important work, his “Essay on the Criminal 
Law of Scotland,” which almost immediately assumed 





the position of a standard work, and we are informed by 
a contemporary that this treatise maintains a high repn. 
tation in America andin Germany. In’ 1834 Sir Ro 
Peel appointed him Sheriff of Lanarkshire, an office which 
he held until his death. 

The first volume, of his History, the work by which 
his name is universally known, appeared in 1833, 
“ Alison’s History ” has been translated into almost every 
European language, besides one or two Oriental ones, 
and is too well-known to requirey comment from us, 
Alison was made a baronet during Lord Derby’s tenure 
of office in 1852. . 

He died full of years and honours, having been hon. 
oured with the Lord Rectorship both of Marischal Col- 
lege, Aberdeen, and of the University of Glasgow. 

As a political economist Sir Archibald Alison is known 
by his essay on the principles of population, a work in 
which he defended the law of primogeniture and disap- 
proved of the French system of distribution; he also. in 
the same work advocated the making transfers of small 
landed possessions “as simple and economical as the 
sale of funded property or the indorsement of mercantile 
bills.” 

IT IS UNDERSTOOD that the Lord Chancellor intends 
to continue the sittings of the Court of Chancery after 
Trinity Term. until the 9th of August. Last year the 
last day fixed for the sittings of the courts was the 28th 
of July, and in previous years the 23rd or 24th of that 
month has been the day on which the courts: have risen 
for the Long Vacation. Should the Lord Chancellor’s in- 
tention take effect, the profession must, of course, sub- 
mit, but the atmosphere of hot courts in the dog days is 
not the most favourable condition of things in the esti- 
mation of men who have been working hard for nine 
months, and who are longing to get away to their country 
retreats or their continental travels. Just enough time 
will-be left for those who are “ off to the moors ” to reach 
their destination by the 12th, after having settled up any 
matters which may have been standing over for a day’s lei- 
sure. Again, the day for closing the Accountant-General’s 
office must be postponed until about the 20th or 24thof 
August, and any one having business at that  office—and 
many have at that time —is still liable to’ be detained 
until the last moment, whenever that moment may be 
fixed for. Upon the whole we are inclined to believe 
the contemplated extension of the sittings will not afford 
universal satisfaction. 

YESTERDAY Vice-Chancellor Malins made some strong 
observations upon the number of companies which ap- 
peared to be launched as mere abortive schemes. His 
Honour added that his experience in such matters made 
him “ashamed for the want of good sense and discre- 
tion ” evidenced by his countrymen. 


THE CouNcIL OF LEGAL EpvcATION made their award 
of honours yesterday evening. The “pass list,” however, 
was notcompleted when we went to press. The studentship 
falls this year'to Mr. Atkins, of the Middle Temple, the 
exhibition to Mr. Coward, of the Inner Temple, while 
the three certificates of honour (the largest number 
which can be awarded) are obtained by Messrs. Snell 
and Bennett, of the Middle, and Mr. J. Stephenson of the 
Inner Temple. Mr. Atkins, the winner of the stu- 
dentship this term, obtained the exhibition at the 
last examination. Mr. Stephenson, who has obtained 
one of the three certificates of honour, graduated eighth 
wrangler at Cambridge. 


CORRUPT PRACTICES AT ELECTIONS. 

The inhabitants of certain boroughs which have ac- 
quired a disgraceful notoriety since the last general: elec- 
tion, have manifested a marked aversion to the disfran- 
chisement proposed as the penalty to be inflicted 
upon ‘them. As time advanced their voices began to 
be heard in the land, and complaints were made of the 
injustice of visiting the innocent and guilty voters with 
the same infliction. The electors of Great Yarmouth, 
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&c., appeared, moreover, to think it rather hard that they } corruption from time to time, then the case'is indeed a 


should be treated ‘as scape-goats and singled out for dis- 
franchisement, urging that numerous other constituencies 
have been equally guilty, and that they themselves ought 
not in justice to be subjected to a punishment which, 
they contend, will practically stigmatise them as somuch 
worse than more fortunate sinners. Parliament, how- 
ever proposes totally to disfranchise the four consti- 
tuencies whose rottenness has been made so patent, and we 
cannot but acquiesce in the conclusion on this question at 
which the House arrived last Tuesday. The argument 
advanced during the debate, that it is unjust to punish 
by anticipation the new constituents whom the bill now 
before the House would otherwise add to these con- 
stituencies, appears to us one of butlittle weight. Many 
of these new constituents belong to a class which showed 
itself very corrupt a few years back, and were this 
otherwise, we should not entertain much hope for the in- 
tegrity of a set of new electors nurtured amid the 
demoralising influences of Great Yarmouth or Lancaster. 


Where a laborious investigation has resulted in a ver- 
dict that “corrupt practices have prevailed extensively ” 
in a particular constituency (and election committees, we 
may remark, have been used to wield with some leniency 
their power to bring in such a finding), we can hardly 
think that considerations of commiseration for the inne- 
cent should prevail to save from disfranchisement a con- 
stituency which, taking it as a whole, has been proved 
unfit to be entrusted with the privilege of return- 
ing a member or members to serve in Parliament. 
Setting aside the fact that if the corrupt electors were 
struck off the register of voters in certain of our boroughs, 
the number remaining on the register might very pos- 
sibly be so small as hardly to demand parliamentary 
representation—setting aside this, there are cases, and 
we incline to think that this is one of them, in which it 
is impossible or impolitic to attempt to save the innocent 
from the consequences of finding themselves in bad com- 
pany. And itis not as though it were a novelty in the 
administration of our laws to visit a body of individuals 
with an infliction which must, as far as many of its 
components are individually concerned, light upon un- 
deserving shoulders. In ages now gone by a man, robbed 
on the King’s highway, could proceed, for reparation of 
the loss he had sustained, against the hundred in which 
the robbery was committed, a right of action which no 
longer exists, other and surer influences having been set 
at work for the suppression of such crimes. Without, 
however, going back to the middle ages, we may see 
around us at the present time innumerable instances in 
which a majority, even of the individuals composing a 
particular body—of the shareholders of a company, the 
inhabitants of a district, or the ratepayers of a parish, 
for example—are the sufferers for mistakes or misconduct 
of which they themselves were guiltless. If, therefore, 
upon other grounds, it be thought politic to inflict total 
disfranchisement upon certain peccant constituencies, 
we do not think that consideration for the guvta of un- 
bribed or unbribable electors should have much weight. 
And any argument founded on consideration for the 
innocent comes in such a case with a very poor grace 
from the mouths of the guilty. As far as any ground 
of complaint is founded in the fact that many con- 
stituencies are guilty, though but a few have been 
proved so, that undoubtedly gives rise to a regret 
that the cases of detected guilt should bear so small 
& proportion to those in which corruption actually 
prevails, but the fact that there area great many cul- 
prits whom we have not succeeded in discovering is no 
reason for letting off those who per infortuniam, or by 
the grossness of their transgressions, stand unmistakeably 
detected. 

It is an easy matter to deal with the convicted 
offenders, but when we come to the taking of mea- 
sures for the suppression of the offence itself, the 
task isa harder one. If the Legislature is to be con- 
sidered as having done all in its power to check electoral 








hopeless one. We have had Act upon Act purporting 
ostensibly to deal ‘with the blot, and yet here it is as 
black as ever. 

We have now a new enactment proposed, we refer to 
Sir Colman O’Loghlen’s bill, on the provisions of which 
we commented ante p. 643. We are not, of course, about 
to repeat our examination of the provisions of this bill, 
but we cannot help again asking, since other enactments 
have failed so signally, what, if any, is the new principle 
which is to operate in the proposed enactment ? 

A long series of enactments having failed to deal suc- 
cessfully with electoral corruption, there are but two 
hypotheses upon which the phenomenon is to be 
accounted for: either the legislation on the subject has 
been proceeding all along upon some mistaken principle 
which has not in fact reached the evil, or else the free 
and independent electors of England and the gentlemen 
who sit in Parliament or become candidates for that 
function, are each incorrigiblein their own way as takers 
and givers of bribes. 

Assuming, for the purposes of inquiry, that the latter 
is not the correct hypothesis, we may remark that the 
machinery employed to detect corruption has been uni- 
formly the same since Parliament first purported to deal 
withthe matter. From the beginning of Queen Eliza- 
beth’s reign it seems to have been “a standing rule in 
the House of Commons in the beginning of every Parlia- 
ment, and-every session, to appoint a committee to examine 
all matters concerning elections ” (see 14 State Trials, 
734). There is thus a tribunal ready to adjudicate, but 
the only means of bringing cases before it is by the peti- 
tion of some party who may feel aggrieved. We can ima- 
gine some philosopher, who had never seen this system 
at work, conceiving a high opinion of its efficacy, and 
even proving, on the doctrine of probabilities, that it must 
succeed,—saying, | perhaps, “ wherever anything has been 
wrong, it is long odds but someone will bring the 
matter before an Election Committee.’ No doubt the 
system might work well, but it does not. How very much 
corruption there is at every general election, how much 
there was at the last, and yet how few inquiries we have. 
Every one knows all this and admits it freely, except in the 
House, or when discussing a practical proposal. Indeed 
the matter is patent enough to anyone who lives ina 
borough, though as for the small boroughs perhaps only 
the inhabitants and their representatives correctly appre- 
ciate what takes place in them. Placing all this side by 
side with the number of election petitions, or rather of 
election inquiries, the inevitable conclusion is,—that 
the petition system does not work. There are many 
reasons why it should not; we hinted at some of them 
a few weeks ago, but we cannot discuss them now. 
As we said a few weeks ago, what is wanted is some 
machinery which shall ensure an inquiry wherever 
there is any thing to enquire into. We want some 
officer or officers, or some body, whose duty it shall be to 
scrutinise each local election: The duty of the persons 
so appointed might be limited to the discovery of a case 
for inquiry ; upon their certifying to that effect the in- 
quiry itself and its results might be left to another 
tribunal—or if thought better, the whole proceedings 
might be entrusted to one department. This would be 
matter of detail ; as long as the initiation of the inquiry 
is left to chance petitions, which moreover may, as the 
law now is, be withdrawn at any time; there is little 
chance that even a “respectable” minority of the 
offenders will be brought to book.* 

* Inthe Law Magazine and Review of last August, and also 
in the current number, appears a pro for entrusting to the 
revising barrister the duty of entering immediately after each 
election “on a legal supervision or scrutiny of the proceedings,” 
he being to that end armed, as election commissioners now are, 
with sufficient powers for getting at the truth. The author of 
this scheme appears to think that the machinery thus provided 
would suffice not. only for the rectification of the return but for 
the punishment: of offenders. We imagine, however, that a 
— tribunal would be advisable, for the latter purpose at any 
rate. 
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The bill now before Parliament still retains the old 
system of what we must call chance petitions. This is 
ite main fault. As regards modifications of the existing 
en it proposes to let off rather easier than before 

the candidate who bribes by his agents, but not personally. 

As nearly all bribery is of the former description, the 

bill is the reverse of the severe measure which it is popu- 

larly supposed to be. In one respect the bill merits 

ion; it recognises the adjudication of election 

matters by. a tribunal of non-members ; this seems to us 

a proposition of much importance, and the fuct of its 

having‘ been received as it has been by the House augurs 
well for the earnestness of hon. members in the matter. 


BILLS, AND NOTES OF JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES. 

After a careful consideration of the judgment of Vice- 
Chancellor Malins in the recent case of The Peruvian 
Railways Company (Limited) v. The Thames and Mersey 
Marine Insurance Company (Limited), 15 W. R. 708, 
we are compelled, with deference, to dissent from the 
view taken by his Honour. We cannot avoid the con- 
clusion that it will tend to add another section of that 
Act to the list, already too long, of battle fields in which 
companies and their shareholders are by turns the slay- 
ing and the slain. 

It will be seen from the report of the case (15 W. R. 
708) that the Vice-Chancellor held the Thames and 
Mersey Company to be indorsees of the bills without 
notice, and the material facts therefore reduce them- 
selves to the following:— 

A company constituted under the Act of 1862, for the 
purpose of forming one or two societés anonymes (an- 
swering to our joint-stock companies, in which the 
liability is limited by shares) for the construction and 
working of railways abroad, accept bills, the acceptances 
being made by the secretary on behalf of the company 
by the authority of a properly constituted board of 
directors. And the question is, are these acceptances 

inding ? 





The Vice-Chancellor seems to reason thus: the com- 
pany acts by its directors, the acceptance was the act 
of the directors, ergo, the acceptance was the act of the 
company, and the company is bound. This appears to 
us to involve a fallacy. A company only acts by its direc- 
tors in matters within the express or implied authority 


of thedirectors. And it can give them no authority 
which it does not itself possess. 

The doctrine of ultra vires is no doubt often incon- 
convenient, and has caused much litigation ; in many 
cases it fetters the hands of the directors in dealing for 
the welfare of their company, more often it enables a 
company to repudiate a solemn agreement entered into 
by its officers, but experience has shown how often the 
status of director is fatal toa man’s honesty as well 
as discretion, the section of the public which con- 
sists of shareholders in companies must be protected as 
well as those who transact business with companies, and 
there is no great hardship in requiring the latter to in- 
vestigate the powers of the persons with whom they 
deal, a duty which is imposed upon them in all cases in 
which a contract is made per procuration, or by one or 
more persons on behalf of others. 

We can also heartily respond to the Vice-Chancellor’s 
sentiment that it is often a very ungracious thing to 
repudiate the acts of your agent; but if he has made a 
contract for you which you gave him no authority to 
make, and which the party dealing with him had no 
right to assume he could make, we cannot commisserate 
the latter any more than one who buys land on the 
simple assurance of his vendor as to title, and we think 
the indignation should fall rather on those who made 
the representation than on the company who may be in- 
nocent of all but the misfortune of being governed by un- 
scrupulous directors. 

Was there, then, or was there not, authority on the part 
of the directors of the Pernvian Company to accept bills? 
Perhaps it is hardly necessary to say that the passages of 





the Vice-Chancellor’s judgment—“ It was very convenient, 
that the power should exist ’—“The directors ' 
that they had the power ”—cannot have been meant to 
lead. to the conclusion that they had. This logic hag 
sometimes been used with effect in a great crisis (the 
Reform League seem inclined to use it on the vexed ques- 
tion of holding meetings in Hyde Park), but it is ob- 
viously not well adapted for the ordinary business of life, 
No express power, totidem verbis, was given by the 
articles of association, and a wide discretion given to the 
dircctors to do whatever in their judgment they shall 
consider expedient for the promotion of the objects of 
the company has never been held to justify acts ultra 
vires of the company. 

We must, however, admit that, assuming a given trans- 
action to be within the powers of the company, that is to 
say, not ultra vires, it is by no means easy to decide in 
any particular case whother or not it falls within those of 
the directors, The respective functions of the board of 
directors, and the general meeting of the company, are 
often very obscurely expressed ; the rule we should like 
to see,adopted would be that the directors can exercise 
only those powers which are expressely given them, or 
are necessary for the management of the business of the 
company in the ordinary way, and that any transactions 
of an extraordinary nature must be sanctioned by a 
general meeting; but it must be admitted that table A 
of the Act of 1862 rather encourages the prevalent be- 
lief that the increase of the capital of the company, the 
conversion of shares into stock, and a few similar matters, 
fall within the province of a general meeting, and that, 
subject to those exceptions, the directors have the widest 
latitude in their management of the company’s business, 
Indeed, if accepting bills could be considered as nothing 
more than borrowing money for short periods, the case of 
Australian Clipper Company v. Mounsey, 4 K. & J. 833, 
is an authority for holding such a transaction to be within 
the province of directors. 

It is worthy of notice that by the old Registration 
Act (7 & 8 Vict.c. 110) provision was required to be 
made in the registered deed for certain purposes, of 
whch a list is given in schedule A to that Act, con- 
taining‘amongst others the following :—“ For determining 
whether the company may borrow money, and if so 
whether on bond or mortgage, or any other and what 
security ?—whether the directors may contract debts in 
conducting the affairs of the company, and if so whether 
to any definite extent; and whether, and to what 
extent the directors may make or issue promissory 
notes and accept bills of exchange.” Such requisitions 
seem to us v useful, and we much regret their 
absence from the Act of 1862. 

Could a power then be implied from the nature and 
necessities of the company? It was, in fact, an 
association of promoters. Two foreign companies were 
to be formed, and on this being done the association 
was to be dissolved, the shares to be exchanged for 
shares in the new companies, and the assets transferred. 
If we apply to the terms of the memorandum of 
association the microscopic criticism which the Court of 
Chancery usually applies to this class of documents, 
there is room for doubt whether the powers of the 
company extended beyond providing the simple expenses 
of formation of the two foreign companies, for which 
the subscribed capital would have been amply sufficient, 
and this view is perhaps fortified by the circumstances 
that no very distinct allusion is made to an adoption 
by the new companies of the liability of the old, as 
indicating that it was never contemplated that the 
latter should either borrow money or in any manner 
pledge its credit. But waiving this and assuming that 
the company was justified in entering into contracts for 
the construction of the railways, had the public a right 
to assume a power to issue bills? It was urged that 
money would be wauted in Peru, and that a power of 
drawing on the company in London was necessary. 
Had the bills in question appeared on the face of them 
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to have been drawn by the agent in Peru, this sugges- 
tion would have had considerable weight, although 
similar ts were used without success in the case 
of Dickinson v. Valpy, 10 B. & CO. 128. 3 

We have noticed thus minutely the circumstances of 


the particular case, because we are not satisfied that on 
the authorities a classification of companies into those 
which have and those which have not the power to issue 
bills is possible. Some such classification seems to be 
pointed out by M. Smith, J., in Bateman v. Mid-Wales 
Railway Company, the criterion suggested by him being 
« whether the primary object of the incorporation is the 
carrying on of trade as other persons carry it on, viz., by 
g and selling ;” but some reliance was placed on 
the limited borrowing powers given to the company, as 
ing an intention on the part of the Legislature, 
it should not possess the power of issuing bills, 
the cases in which corporations have been held 
bound by bills of exchange, the corporations 
formed by charter or special Act for particular 
and the Courts have freqently held not only 
companies cannot go a step beyond the objects 
incorporation, but that they are very closely 
in the means which they may employ of 

attaining those objects. 

There is no doubt that much greater latitude is al- 
lowed to registered companies, but any general 
rule which can be laid down on the subject is necessarily 
so vague as to be almost useless. We believe, however, 
that we shall be correct in affirming that the company as 
such cannot be bound by any act which is not reasonably 
conducive to the objects and consistent with the consti- 
tation of the company (see Featherstonhaugh v. Lee Moor 
Porcelain Clay Company, 1 L, R. Eq. 320, 14 W. R. 97. 
* We come now to the Act of 1862, by virtue of which, 
it is said, the acceptances of the Peruvian Company, 
which was registered under it, were valid. By that Act 
all companies formed after the 2nd of November, 1862, 
to carry on business for the acquisition of gain, with the 
exception of those formed under some special Act or 
letters patent, or for working mines under the jurisdic- 
tion of the stannaries, must register a memorandum of 
association setting forth the objects of the company ; and 
it is hardly necessary to remind our readers that the com- 
pany has no power to bind a single dissentient share- 
holder to anything not comprised within the terms of 
the memorandum as fairly interpreted. Can it then be 
seriously argued that by a section in the subsequent part 
of the Act, the Legislature has provided a pitfall for un- 
wary shareholders by giving the executive an important 
power whether it could or could. not be inferred from the 
memorandum of asssociation or charter of the company? 
Surely very express words would be necessary for such 
& purpose. What, then, does the Statute say? That 
bills are to be deemed to have been accepted on 
behalf of the company, if accepted in the name or on 
behalf of the company by any person acting under the 
authority of the company. As it cannot be contended 
that any servant of the company may bind it by accept- 
ing bills, these last words must be equivalent to “acting 
under the authority of the company for that purpose.” 
So that we are driven back to the question, “ Authority 
or no authority!” aud the Act of 1862 leaves matters 
precisely where they were before. The space allotted to 
us will not allow us to discuss this point more at length, 
and we dismiss it by referring to the case of Zhompson v. 
The Universal Salvage Company, 1 Exch. 694, where a 

point arose under the 7 & 8 Vict. o. 110, and 
expressing our belief that the history of tho section in 
question, as traced in the preceding Companies Acts, does 
not confirm the Vice-Chancellor’s estimate of its meaning. 

We have said, perhaps, enough to justify our hesita- 

in accepting the conclusion arrived at by the learned 
judge. One word as to the effect of his decision. First, 
associations for the promotion of a railway in England 
ate within the Act. (Hodges on Railways, p. 2). They 
Would be capable, therefore, of issuing negociable secu- 





rities, although the company when formed could not do 
80, and could not be made liable for them, it being well 
established that promoters cannot bind a company by 
acts which would be ultra vires of the company when 
formed. Secondly, mining companies in Cornwall may 
come within the Act (section 68). 

It has been held that issuing negotiable securities does 
not fall within the implied powers of their managers. 
By registering under the Act, therefore, the managers 
could acquire a power of involving the company in finan- 
cial speculations which the shareholders never intended 
them to have. But the most serious result which fol- 
lows the issuing of negotiable securities by miscel- 
laneous companies is, that we must choose between 
one of two alternatives :—Hither such securities must 
be always good in the hands of bona fide holders 
for value without notice, or they must be good or 
not according to the purposes for: which they were 
issued. This necessity seems to have been distinctly pre- 
sent to the minds of the learned judges in the case of 
Bateman v. The Mid-Wales Railway, and referring our 
readers to that case and those of Stark v. Highgate Arch- 
way Company and Thompson v. Wesleyan Newspaper 
Association, both there cited, we shall only add that, if 
the former alternative be correct, the financial operations 
of bubble companies will be facilitated, and cases like 
that of the Maydampeck Forest Company, whose bills 
were discounted by the Leeds Bank to the amount’ of 
more than £100,000, and which has since been discovered 
never to have had any existence, may become of common 
occurrence; while, if the latter be chosen, the evils at- 
tendant upon the use of the securities known as “ Lioyd’s 
Bonds,” will be intensified. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
CONDITIONAL CONTRACT TO TAKE SHARES IN A JOINT 
STOCK COMPANY. 

Pellatt’s case, 15 W. R. 726, and another recent case 
(Elkington’s case, 15 W.R. 665), are useful illustrations of 
what ameunts to a conditional contract to take shares in a 
joint-stock company, and of what on the other hand is 
construed to be an unqualified contract to become a 
shareholder, so far as liability to creditors of the company 
is concerned, with a collateral agreement between the 
company, or some members of the company, and the 

so contracting to take the shares, as to the mode 
in which the calls on the shares shall be satisfied. We 
believe that contracts of this kind have frequently been 
made of late years between joint-stock companies and 


Court of Appeal to impose upon Messrs. 
liabilities of a contributory, while it released Mr. Pellatt 
from that unpleasant burden. 

Both the cases arose in the winding up of a company 
called the Richmond Hill Hotel Company. This com- 
pany was brought out (as it is called) in the year 1863, 
under the auspices of a Mr. Hodges, who was its pro- 
moter, An hotel which was to carry on its 
the fashionable neighbourhood indicated by 
title would of course have to be supplied with 
stock of plate and cutlery, glass and china, of the best 
description ; and at the same time it would be d 
to have upon the list of shareholders the names of 
persons enjoying a high reputation in the commercial 
world. Mr. Hodges seems to have thought that arrange- 
ments mutually advantageous might be made between 
the company and manufacturers of acknow 
position upon the basis of the former ordering of the 
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latter such goods as should be required for the hotel,—for 
which the latter should accept part payment in shares. 
Accordingly. Mr. Hodges proposed some terms of this 
kind to Messrs. Elkington for the supply of their electro- 
plate goods to the hotel. Messrs, Elkington put into 
writing the terms which they were willing to accept in 
the form of a letter addressed to Mr. Hodges on the 10th 
July, 1863. The terms were that Hodges was to under- 
take to give them the order for goods of their manufac- 
ture required for the hotel to the amount ef £3,000, they 
allowing 25 percent.discountfrom their published pricesand 
taking scrip for 150 (£10) shares in the company, and 
paying a deposit of ten shillings per share thereon. The 
letter went on tosay “provided that such scrip be de- 
livered to us at once and be in no way different from 
your ordinary shares .as sold in the market being as 
readily negotiable; that we are not to incur any liability, 
or be called upon to sign the company’s deed, or articles 
of association, or to pay any further calls beyond ten 
shillings: per share until all the: goods.which we here- 
by agree to furnish shall have been supplied, and until 
we shall have received full payment in cash for our 
account.” ; 

On the 11th July Messrs. Elkington sent in, addressed 
to the directors of the company, an application for 150 
shares in the ordinary form, and paid the deposit of ten 
shillings per share thereon. 

On the same day Hodges wrote to Messrs, Elkington 
accepting their terms, with two variations—that the rate 
ofdiscount was to be 20 instead of 25 per cent., and that 
Messrs. Elkington were to pay the further sum of thirty 
shillings per share on allotment. 

On the 13th July the company was registered. 

On the Ist August, 1863, a letter of allotment of 150 
shares was sent to Messrs, Elkington. 

On the 12th November, 1863, a clerk of the Messrs, Elk- 
ington attended, as their representative, a meeting of 
the board of directors of the company, and after some 
discussion it was agreed that if the company’s order for 
goods should exceed £3,000, Messrs. Elkington should 
take a farther number of shares in the same propor- 
tion, and the board passed a resolution accepting their 
tender 


On the 24th November they paid the thirty shillings 
per share due upon the allotment, and received and took 
away certificates of the 150 shares in the ordinary form. 

Their names were placed on the company’s register 
as owners of the shares, and notices of the proceedings 
of the company, as well as of calls on the shares, were 
from time to time sent to them, but they were never 
required to pay any further calls. The company proved 
unsuccessful and no goods were ever ordered of Messrs. 
Elkington. 

In 1866 the company was ordered to be wound-up, and 
the question then arose whether Messrs. Elkington were 
liable as contributories in respect of these 150 shares. 
Vice-Chancellor Wood held that they were not, but the 
Lords Justices, upon appeal, held that they were. His 
Honour thought that the whole arrangement was that 
the shares depended upon orders being given by the 
company; no orders were ever given by the company, 
ergo, no shares. The Lords Justices on the other hand 
thought that what was done amounted to this—an un- 
qualified contract to take shares, coupled with a col- 
lateral agreement between the Messrs. Elkington and 
the company as to the mode in which the calls on the 
shares should be paid. What weighed principally with 
their Lordships in coming to this conclusion seems to 
have been the unqualified letter of application 
for the shares, the unqualified letter of allot- 
ment, the payment of the money due upon the 
allotment, and the taking away and retention of cer- 
tificates of the shares in the ordinary unqualified form. 
There was, moreover, the expression in the first letter of 
Messrs, Elkington to the promoter that their shares were 
to be “in no way different from the ordinary shares of 
the company as sold in the market, being as readily 





- negotiable,” an expression which certainly pointed tothe 


position of an ordinary unqualified shareholder. Their 
Lordships, therefore, held that Messrs. Elkingten must: 
be put on the list of contributories, though they thought, 
that there might possibly be a right to an indemnity 
from the’ company against any sums which the Messrs, 
Elkington might have to contribute to pay the debts of 
the company. 

The contract made in the principal case with Mr, 
Pellatt for the supply of glass and china to the hotel up 
to a certain point resembled that which was made with. 
the Messrs. Elkington. There was a similar agreement’ 
with Mr. Hodges, a similar application for shares and 
payment of the deposit. The contract with Hodges was, 
with some slight variations, confirmed by the directors 
at the same board meeting at which Messrs. Elkington’s 
contract was confirmed, and a written notice of the con- 
firmation was given to Mr. Pellatt. Here, however, the 
similarity between, the two cases ends; for, though Mr, 
Pellatt’s name was entered on the company’s register of 
shareholders as the owner of the shares, no letter of 
allotment was ever sent to him ; no communication was 
made to him that the company assented to his application 
for shares ; no allotment money was paid by him ; no 
certificates of shares were delivered to him. ~<A little 
more than a month after the acceptance by the directors 
of Mr. Pellatt’s tender he wrote to the secretary of the’ 
company to the effect that he did not wish to carry out 
the proposed arrangement, and that he would be glad 
to have his deposit returned. No notice appears to 
have been taken of this letter for more than six months, 
and then the secretary of the company wrote to Mr. 
Pellatt, requesting him to pay some calls which had 
been made on his shares, and threatening legal pro- 
ceedings if they were not paid. Nothing further, 
however, seems to have been done before the company 
was ordered to be wound up, and in this state of things 
both Vice-Chancellor Wood and the Lords Justices held 
that Mr. Pellatt never was a shareholder, and could not 
be placed on the list of contributories. 

Their Lordships were of opinion that there never was 
a concluded contract that Mr. Pellatt should become an 
ordinary unqualified shareholder in the company, the 
entry of his name on the register, without any commu- 
nication of the fact to him, not being equivalent to an 
allotment of the shares to him. This being: so, there 
remained no other agreement but that embodied in a 
letter of the 14th July, 1863, from Mr. Hodges to Mr. 
Pellatt, subject to the variations afterwards introduced 
by the board of directors, and that was an agreement 
clearly conditional only, and one which had, in» the 
events which had happened, become incapable of being 
performed as a whole, and, therefore, it could not be 
enforced partially against Mr. Pellatt. But their lord- 
ships went further than this. They expressed their 
opinion that the agreement was contrary to the provi- 
sions of the Companies Act, 1862, with respect to the 
payment of calls upon shares, and that it was wltra vires. 
of the directors even as regarded the shareholders of the 
company. Therefore, not being an agreement binding 
on the company, it could not be binding on Mr. Pellatt 
either. This latter observation clearly must apply also 
to the case of Messrs. Elkington, and the indemnity 
spoken of by the Court as possibly existing in their 
favour as against the company must, consistently with 
Pellatt’s case, be reduced to nothing more than an in- 
demnity against some members of the company, those 
members, namely, who were parties to the contract. 
Here, no doubt, there is an inconsistency between what 
was said by the Court in Whkington’s case and in Pellatt’s 
case. But it isan inconsistency which does not at all 
affect the broad distinction between the two cases upon 
which the difference in the two decisions is based. Upon 
this inconsistency the writer in the Zimes has seized, and 
has proceeded to reason as if there, was no distinction 
between the cases save in the fact that a contract wlira 
vires wos carried little further in the one case than in 
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the other. He observes :—“ It is not for us to question 
the legality of the distinction drawn by the Lords Jus- 


tices, though we must confess it appears very subtle. As 
we understand it, the original agreement was the same 
in the two cases, and, if made by the directors wltra vires 
in the one case, it was so also in the other. . Neither 
agreement, again, has been completed, Messrs. Elkington. 
having simply carried their contract one step further 
before they asked, like Messrs. Pellatt, to be relieved. 
The grounds upon which Messrs. Pellatt have been dis- 
charged from liability would seem to apply to Messrs. 
Elkington as well as to them.” 

The true distinction, however, between the cases was, 
as Lord Cairns observed in the latter case, that in the 
former case the Court came to the conclusion that there 
were two distinct contracts; the one a contract to be- 
come in any event a shareholder, the other a collateral 
contract respecting some of the consequences which 
would flow from the acceptance of the position of a 
shareholder. In the latter case, on the contrary, there 
never was. any contract to become a shareholder in any 
event; there was-only a contract to assume that position 
under.certain conditions. Granting, then, that the Court 
was right in holding that there were two distinct-con- 
tracts in Messrs. Elkington’s case, the distinction be- 
tween their case and Mr. Pellatt’s is, we think, by no 
means a subtle one. On the contrary, we think that it 
is a very substantial one. . Viewing, however, the former 
case by the light of the latter, it is to be regretted that 
the, Court. used expressions about the right to an 
indemnity, which were altogether unnecessary for the 
decision of the question then sub judice, and which, as 
the event has shown, have given rise to a serious mis- 
conception of the effect of their judgment. 


MERGER OF TERM. 
_ Belaney v. Belaney, 15 W. R. 369. 

The only point upon which this case is worth noticing 
occurs upon the subject of merger. ; 

The owner of a leasehold interest purchased the re- 
version in fee ; the conveyance was made to a trustee for 
him, and the deed specially recited his intention that the 
term should not merge. He afterwards made his will, in 
terms which Lord Chelmsford, in affirmation of the Mas- 
ter of the Rolls, held to pass the testator’s personalty 
and nothing more... The question then was—Did the 
term pass under the will as personalty, or was it to be 
considered as merged in the freehold ? -There could be 
little doubt that it passed as personalty, and so both the 
Master of the Rolls and Lord Chelmsford held. We 
notice the case, however, on account of doubts expressed 
by the Court in both instances as to what would have 
been the case if there had been an intestacy, or if there 
had been a devise of the testator’s real estate. 

The Master of the Rolls seemed. to think that a devise 
of the testator's real estate would have taken the term. 
Lord Chelmsford doubted this, but, at the same time, was 
not clear that, in the event of an intestacy, the heir-at- 
law might not have taken as against the next of kin. 
But surely the term having been, by the form of the con- 
veyance, settled to be personalty, its destination should 
very hardly be allowed to change in consequence of an 
implication arising merely out of such a fact as a whole 
or partial intestacy. If, however, there are doubts, they 
are worth our notice. The case is one to be noted in 
Sugd. Ven, & Pur. chap. 16, and is an instance of the 
many inconveniencies and doubts which arise out of 
attendant terms. It suggests the question whether the 
provision of 8 & 9 Viot. 0. 112, might not to advantage 
be extended to other than satisfied terms. 


OFFER OF RESERVED SHARES TO EXECUTORS. 
Re Leeds Banking Company; Ex parte Mallorie, 15 
W. R. 52, 270. 
If we wished to demonstrate the difficulties attending 
the settlement of the list of contributories in the wind- 





ing-up of a company, we should probably: choose as 
examples the above case and those of Dobson.and Fearn- 
side, which oceurred in the winding-up of the same com- 
pany, and.are referred to in’the report of the case. .In 
these: Vice-Chancellor, Kindersley placed Fearnside and 
another on-.the list as executors, and declined. to put 
Dobson on at'all. On appeal the Lords Justices held,that 
they all must be put on the list as personally responsible. 
Mallorie’s case then came before the same Vice-Chan- 
cellor, who held that, on the authority of the above de- 
cisions, Mr. Mallorie’s name must.be placed .on: thelist ; 
and, on appeal, the Lords Justices unanimously decided 
that it must be taken off.. When we notice this differ- 
ence. of opinion between such careful and learned judges, 
we cannot be surprised that the winding-up of companies 
is a fruitful field of litigation. It may save our readers 
some trouble if we shortly sumarize the result of the 
above decisions. The question in all of the cases arose 
out of an. offer, by circular, of renewed. shares. to the 
representatives of deceased shareholders. In Fearnside’s 
case all, in. Dodson’s case one, of the . surviving executors 
accepted the offer. In Mallorie’s case, T. P. Mallorie, the 
nephew of the executrix, who managed her affairs for her, 
and received the circular, made an application for an 
allotment to himself; and, in reply, shares were allotted 
to him as executor. The decisions of the Court of 
Appeal rested on the following .grounds:—That in t he 
latter case there was no complete contract, Mr.. Mallorie 
not having applied. for shares in, the character of ;exe- 
cutor, and never having been accepted, and there being 
no authority to.accept him individually as a shareholder; 
but that in the first two cases the contracts were com- 
plete, and that. the parties must therefore be put on the 
list,.and that they must be put on without qualification, 
not. because the contracts were made with them as indi- 
viduals, but on ,the ground that an executor entering 
into a contract of partnership cannot limit his responsi- 
bility as to creditors, or without. express stipulation, even 
as between the partners, or. make himself other than. per- 
sonally liable: _We need hardly. remind our readers. that 
these. remarks.do not apply to the case of shares de- 
volving on executors. 


EFFECT OF PAYMENT OF FUND INTO CoURT ON DISCRE- 
TIONARY POWER OF TRUSTEE. 


Re Tegg’s Trusts, V. C. K., 15 W. R. 52. 


A trustee pays the trust-fund into court under the 
Trustee Relief Act. What are the effects upon his trustee - 
ship? The.leading cases on the subject do not enable us 
to give a complete and satisfactory answer to this ques- 
tion; as we think a brief reference to them will show. 
Re Coe’s Trusts, 4 K. & J. 199, decides that where there 
is in effect a gift of an interest in a fund to a cestui gue 
trust, witha discretionary power in the trustee to deprive 
him of it, payment of the fund into court will operate as 
a relinquishment of the power, and the gift will become 
absolute. The result, indeed, appears to be the same as 
that caused by the bankruptcy of the cestui. que trust 
when there is no gift over or clear proviso for cesser. The 
gift will also, become absolute where the object is certain 
and the mode of application discretionary (Zegg’s Trusts, 
ubi sup.) ; and although we cannot cite an authority to 
that effect, it would seem to follow that if the gift is 
conditional on the trustee’s assent or discretion, payment 
into court will prevent its taking effect. 

In apparent conformity with the above cases, Re 
Williams’ Settlement, 4 K & J. 87, decides that a trustee 
paying money into Court may be considered as “ desirous 
of retiring,” so as to justify and render valid the appoint- 
ment of a newtrustee. On the other hand Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley, after a long discussion of the authorities 
in Thompson v. Tomkins, 2 Dr. & Sm. 18, held that notice 
by an equitable mortgagee to a trustee, after payment of 
the fund into Court, was sufficient to take the fund out of 
the order and disposition of the bankrupt mortgagor and 
that a stop-order was unnecessary. He considered that the 





722 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. June 1, 1867, 








payment into Court did not interfere with the character 
of trustee and that this was shown by the fund not being 
dealt with without notice to him (Consol. Orders 41, s. 6). 
The expressed object of the Act “to provide means for 
better securing trust funds and relieving trustees from 
the responsibility of administering them” and not to 
relieve trustees from the trust altogether perhaps 
rather favours this view. The only conclusion we can 
venture to draw from these cases is that the trustee avail- 
ing himself of the Act does not cease to be trustee but 
becomes (gud his trusteeship) paralysed and .a mere in- 
strument in the hands of the Court. Powers which seem 
to involve personal confidence, such as those of distribut- 
ing the settlor’s or testator’s estate, or selecting the ob- 
jects of his bounty, cannot asa rule be thenceforward 
exercised by the Court or the trustee, and are destroyed 
altogether ; but those of a subsidiary nature, ¢g., of 
maintenance and advancement, and those connected 
with the management of the estate, are still capable of 
being exercised by the trustee, only with the sanction, 
however, and under the superintendence of, the Court. 





COMMON LAW. 
Morgan v. Nicholl, 15 W. B.,C. P., 110. 


It isa general rule that the testimony of a witness 
who might have been cross-examined will, if the witness 
himself cannot be called,. be admitted in a subsequent 
suit between the same parties relating to the same sub- 
ject or substantially involving the same question. Pre- 
cisely the same rule applies if the second action is 
between privies in estate, as they are called, instead of 
being between the same parties—that is, those who 
claim under another are usually bound in the same 
manner as the person through whom they claim. In 
this case a bold attempt was made to extend this rule 
far beyond its present limits. The action was ejectment, 
and in a previous action against the same defendant for 
the same land the plaintiff’s son had been the claimant. 
The plaintiff, the father of the plaintiff in the former 
action, did not derive his title in any way through his 
son, At the second trial the plaintiff proposed to ask in 
cross-examination a shorthand writer, who had been pre- 
sent at the first trial, what a witness at that trial, and 
since dead, had said concerning one of the questions then 
at issue. 

The evidence was objected to by the defendant on the 
ground that the aciions were not between the same 
parties. The evidence was not admitted, and the jury 
found a verdiet for the defendant, The plaintiff then 
applied to the Court for a rule nisi for a new trial, on 
the ground that evidence for the plaintiff had been im- 
properly rejected. The Court refused to grant a rule, 
and they point out in their judgments that as the parties 
to the two actions were not the same, the only way in 
which such evidence could be admissible would be by 
showing that the plaintiff in the second action claimed 
in some way under the plaintiff in the first. As this 
could not be done, the evidence clearly could not be ad- 
mitted. Indeed, it seems that if the evidence in this 
case had been admitted there would virtually have been 
an end of one of the most important of the limitations to 
the rule that the testimony of a witness at a former 
trial may be alduced in evidence at a subsequent one 
when such witness is dead. That testimony is not ad- 
missible except between parties or privies in accordance 
with the well-known maxim res inter alios acta alteri 
nocere non debet. It would be very unjust that evidence 
which one person might, fer private reasons of his own, 
allow to pass unquestioned, although it might possibly 
be utterly false, should, at some subsequent period, be 
brought forward against an entire stranger, who would 
not have any opportunity of testing such evidence by 
cross-examination. To prevent such an occurrence the 
maxim just mentioned is always strictly applied. It em- 
bodies « principle of law which is so entirely consonant 
to reason and justice that it would be difficult to find 





— 
any one who would dispute the necessity of observing it, 
carefully. It is not easy to see on what ground the 
plaintiff in this case could have hoped to sueceed. Ij 
would seem as if he relied’ on the mere fact of relation. 
ship between the plaintiffs in the first and second 

It is obvious, however, that this could not give any 
claim whatever to have the evidencein question admitted 
on the second trial. The application to the Court seems 
to have been one of those desperate attempts which arg 
sometimes made by petsons who can see no practicable 
way out of their difficulties; but it was utterly without 
success, as the Court refused to grant even a rule nisi, 
thus shewing that the matter was, in their opinion, to 
clear for argument. 


Fetherby v. The Metropolitan Railway Company, 15 W, 
R., C. P., 112. 

There is a certain want of clearness observable 
throughout this case in the judgments of the different 
members of the Court, and on this account itis not very 
easy to perceive the precise effect of the decision. The 
point decided arose upon a demurrer to a declaration; 
which stated that the defendants gave the plaintiff 
notice that they required certain land of his, and thaj 
the plaintiff desired to have the compensation for such 
land settled by a jury, and gave notice of such desire, 
and required the defendants to issue a warrant to sum- 
mon a jury to assess compensation; and that a reason-' 
able time had elapsed to enable the defendants to have 
summoned a jury, yet they had neglected to do so; and 
the plaintiff claimed a writ of mandamus, requiring the 
defendants to issue their warrant to summon a jury, and 
also damages. It was argued for the defendants that 
writ of mandamus could not be claimed unless there was 
a right of action for at least nominal damages, and that 
the declaration was bad, as it did not show any such 
right of action. The plaintiff contended that the 68th 
and following sections of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, which first gave power to claim the writ in 
this way, created a new kind of action which might be 
maintained, although there was no right of action for 

Further, it was urged that it was not necessary 
to go this length to show that the declaration was good, 
because it disclosed a cause of action at common law— 
viz., a duty to be observed by the defendants towards the 
plaintiff, and a breach of that duty. According to the 
principle established by the famous case of Ashby ¥. 
White, 1 Sm, L. 0. 216, such a breach of duty gives a 
right of action for at least nominal damages, although 
no actual loss may have been suffered by the plaintiff. 
The Court held that the declaration was good. But un 
fortunately the principle upon which the decision is 
based is not very clearly explained. 

A very important question was raised by the line of 
argument adopted—viz., whether a writ of mandamue could 
be claimed when there was no other right of action. 
It was not necessary to decide this point, for there was4 
clear breach of duty by the defendants disclosed upon 
the face of the declaration which would at common 
law have entitled them to maintain an action fot 
damages. Earle, 0.J., however, in his judgment goes 
somewhat further than was nevessary for his decision 
and expressly says that it is wrong to say that “a claim 
for a mandamus can only be made where there existss 
right of action for damages, The proceedings which 
have now occurred were evidently contemplated by the 

3 the very words used show that theremighthe 
either a substantive right to claim a mandamus alone of 
an adjective right to claim it together with any other 
claim.” The learned judge, however, finishes his judg- 
ment by saying that the principle of Ashby v. White 
applies to this case,and if that was so, and there can be no 
doubt about it, it was quite unnecessary for the decision 
to consider whether or not a new kind of action had been 
created by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 
Keating, J., also says “ section 8 in terms contemplates # 
writ of mandamus either together with or separate from 
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an action fordamages.” The judgment of Willes, J.,does 
not touch‘this point ; and Byles, J.,says “the question 
whether a writ of mandamus can be claimed alone does 
not arise here.” It would seem therefore that the dicta 
of Earle, O.J.,and of Keating, J., from which the other 
judges did not dissent, might be cited as an authority to 
show that the writ may be claimed, although there is no 
other right of action.. But it is: difficult to see how a 
case can arise in which the 68th section will apply when 
the principle of Ashby v. White does not also apply. 


The 68thsection gives a rightin any action toendorse upon |. 


the writ'that the plaintiff intends to claim a writ of 
mandamus and therefore to claim in the declaration 
“either together with any other demand which may now 
be enforced in such action, or separately a writ of 
mandamus commanding the defendant to fulfil any 
duty in the fulfilment of which the plaintiff is per- 
sonally interested.” But whenever one person is under 
a duty towards another, and fails to fulfil that duty, the 
case of Ashby v. White shows that an action for damages 
lies, as there is injuria if not damnum, It would seem 
that this’section could not apply to the non-performance 
of'a purely public duty, for the breach of which an in- 
dictment would lie, and, therefore, the question whether 
the writ may be claimed when there is no other right of 
action need never arise, because where the 68th section 
applies, the common law rule as to injuria applies also. 
This may appear at first sight somewhat inconsistent 
with the judgments of Erle, C. J., and Keating, J., but if 
we read for damages, actual or substantial damages, then 
there will be no difficulty at all in understanding the 
case. It is clear that, under circumstances such as 

’ existed in Fetherby v. The Metropolitan Railway Com- 
pony, although an action for. damages will lie on the 
authority of Ashby v. White, yet no actual or substantial 
damage may have been sustained, and if that is so, no 
such damage can be.recovered. In such a case the plain- 
tiff can usually only recover nominal damages, and may 
therefore be said, although incorrectly, not to have any 
right of action for damages. But as it may be important 
to him to have the duty performed for the breach of which 
he sues, the the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 
gives him a right to claim a writ of mandamus. And it 
is to cases such as these that the expressions of the two 
learned judges perhaps referred. For the reasons we 
have just ‘mentioned it may therefore yet be doubted 
whether any claim for the statutory writ of mandamus 
can be successfully made where the plaintiff has no right 
of action at common law. .And we may notice, in con- 
clusion, that the words of the 68th section seem to favour 
the contention that no new right of action is given; for 
they speak of the plaintiff in any action, except replevin 
or ejectment, which seems clearly to refer to a plaintiff 
in any kind of action, except replevin and ejectment, 
existing at the time of the passing of the Act. But 
whatever may be held to be the true construction of this 
section the question is not concluded by Fetherby v. The 
Metropolitan Railway Company. 


COURTS. 


May 27.—The first day of Trinity Term. The Lord-Chan- 
cellor did not receive the judges to-day. The arrears in the 
Common Law Courts numbered 158 in the Queen’s Bench, 
112 in the Common Pleas, and 64 in the Exchequer. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 

May 30,—Bovill v. Crate-—The argument in this very 
heavy patent case was at length concluded to-day. Judg- 
ment reserved. 

VICE-CHANCELLOR MALINS, 

May 28.— On the first cause being called on no papers were 
ready for theuseof thé Vice-Chancellor. He said he could not 
g0 on with the hearing without’ them, and addressing the 
solicitor, he said that the Vice-Chancellor Stuart had been 
in the habit of striking out causes in which the papers were 
not ready. He himself wished to pursue a lenient course, as 
by striking out the cause: it was put down to the bottom of 











the paper, and the innocent defendant suffered as much as 
the plaintiff, the fault really lay with the solicitor, who in 
this case was a person of experience and ought to liave known 
better. He should now however allow the cause to be called 
on during the day and if the papers were then ready he 
would hear it, but he should confer with the other Vice- 
Chancellors, as to the course to be pursued in such cases. He. 
understood from Mr. Whitbread that Vice-Chancellor Wood 
was in the habit of striking out causes on such occasions. 


BAIL COURT. ; 
The entry for the first sittings this term numbers 62 
remanets (several of which, however, have been withdrawn), 
and 26 new causes. : 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
(Before the Lorp CuieF Justice, and WILLEs and 
M. Suiru, J.J. 

May 30.—Fray v. Owen.—In this case, noticed in our 
columns supra’p. 674, the plaintiff, Miss Fray, now moved 
in person for a new trial, alleging misdirection,—that the 
verdict was against the evidence—and that important evi- 
dence had been discovered since the trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice last term. She complained that at the trial 
the Lord Chief Justice had intimidated her counsel, who was 
a very young man, but of whom she did not complain, and 
had prevented him thereby from giving in evidence certain 
documents essential to her proof. 

The Cuier Justice said that Mr. Inderwick, her counsel, 
was not so very young, but was an able counsel, and not 
likely to be intimidated ; and, for himself, he was not con- 
scious of having done anything of the kind imputed to him. 

Miss Fray then read her affidavit of fresh evidence, which 
stated that certain important documents had been discovered 
since the trial. 

Witrs, J., said that the affidavit did not show that the 
fresh documents could not have been «discovered by reason - 
able diligence before the trial, and unless that was the case 
the Court would not grant a new trial on the discovery of 
fresh evidence, ctherwise there would be no end of litigation. 
With regard to the plaintiff's statement as to the intimida- 
tion of her counsel by the Lord Chief Justice, although he 
wished to speak with civility when speaking of a lady who 
was moving in person, he must say it was a pure imperti- 
nence. No one who knew the Lord Chief Justice would 
believe such an accusation regarding him without, very good 
proof, and there was none. It was also a very gross attack 
on the independence of her counsel. Mr. Inderwick, who was 
not likely to be deterred from giving in evidence any docu- 
ment in his possession which could be of any use to her 
cause. The rule would, therefore, be refused, 

The other judges concurred. 

Miss Fray then asked for leave to appeal, which was also 
unanimously refused. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Sir,—It appears to me that the attention ef the public 
has never been sufficiently called to the injurions effects 
of the Acts 22 & 23 Vict. c, 44, and 23 & 24 Vict, ¢. 59, 
which deal with the estates of universities and colleges, 
in the interest of a large body of deserving persons. | 
mean the existing members of colleges. If you will kindly 
allow me space in your influential columns, | will endeavour 
to show in what respect I consider these members to have 
been unjustly dealt with, and I will offer some suggestions 
for further legislation on the subject. 

Tt is well known that up toa recent period the balk of 
the lands belonging to colleges were held by lessees on 
leases for fixed periods ; renewable generally every seven 
years on payment of a customary fine, and that the rents 
reserved on such leases, with the addition of the fines, did 
not by any means adequately represent the real value of 
the land. 

There being no right of renewal in the lessees, it was 
obvious that it was for the interest of the colleges that a 
— 80 injurious to them should be discontinued, and 
that they should be placed in the same relation with théir 
lessees as ordinary landlords, And itwould not have been 
unreasonable to suppose that the legislature would have 
been willing, in order to further the interest of education, 
to move any obstacles which stood in the way of their at- 
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tainment of such object. The most serious of these ob- 
stacles was the inability of colleges to borrow money on the 
security of their estates for the purpose of purchasing the 
interest of the lessees (of course by their consent) and also 
for the purpose of enabling the colleges to refuse to renew 
current leases without losing the benefit of the fines 
payable at the customary periods of renewal, and which the 
existing members of the colleges had a right to divide 
amongst themselves. It could hardly have been expected 
that these members should submit t» a total loss of their 
fines in order that their succession might enjoy double or 
even quadruple revenues. 

Let us examine the provisions of the Acts of 1858 and 
1860 on these two points. I confess that in thisas in many 
other respects these Acts appear to me to bear traces of 
having been framed by the solicitors to the lessees of the 
colleges, and revised by some careless counsel on behalf of 
their future members. 


Section 6 of the Act of 1858 empowers colleges to do what’ 


there was apparently no legal objection to their doing before, 
if they could have raised the money, viz., purchasing, by 
agreement from their lessees, cither in consideration of a 
gross sum, or of an annual sum to be fixed 7 agreement 
with the lessee and to be spread over the period for which 
the lease purchased would have continued. 

Section 8 enacts that where lands have been sub-let by 
the lessees with a covenant to renew on renewal of the 
original lease, the interest of the lessee shall not be pur- 
chased under the Act without the consent of the sub-lessee, 
and it is provided that the colleges shall not be prevented 
from purchasing unless they have notice in writing of the 
sub-lessees interest, and that in cases where a purchase shall 
have been made without such notice the sub-lessee may re- 
cover damages against the lessee. 

Section 9 empowers colleges, with the consent of the Copy- 
hold Commissioners, where there are no moneys in hand 
applicable to such last-mentioned purchase, to raise such sum 
as may be required for the purpose by mortgage for a 
specified determinable term of years of all or any of the 
lands comprised in any such lease which shall have been so 
purchased. 

I will assume that the borrowing power in section 9 would 
be construed to extend to all purchasers by colleges for their 
lessees, though it is clearly open to argument that the words 
‘*Jast-mentioned purchase” only refer to leases, where the 
lessee has made asub-lease with a covenant for renewal. 
But why should the borrowing power be united to the lands 
intended to be purchased from the lessees unless in order to 
throw difficulties in the way of any money being raised. 

If we turn to section 28 we shall find the borrowing power 
still further curtailed. The principal and interest is to be 
repaid by instalments within thirty years, and it is provided 
that where any such mortgage is made for raising money for 
the purchase of the estate or interest of a lessee, provision 
shall be made for applying, so long as the lease but for 
such purchase would have continued,s uch yearly sum as shall 
be certified by the Copyhold Commissioners to be equal to 
the clear yearly value of the lands comprised in such lease, 
after deducting the rent reserved to the college and making 
other usual and proper landlord’s deductions. Did the 
Legislature really believe that any set of men, however disin- 
terested, would submit to lose the whole money formerly 
divisible as fines and to reap no benefit from the improved 
rent, the difference between which and the old rent was to 
goin payment of the debt so generously incurred for posterity, 

The Act of 1858 being too palpably inoperative, the Legis- 
lature in 1860 passed ‘‘The Universities and Colleges Estates 
Extension Act.” Let us proceed to consider how far this 
Act remedies the defects of the Act of 1858, Iam afraid we 
shall find that the solicitors to the lessees have been at work in 
the very first section. It will be seen that the Act purportsto 
provide for raising money to compensate existing members 
of colleges for the loss of fines occasioned by a refusal to re- 
new. I will not weary your patience by quoting the tedious 
verbiage of section 1, but if we analyse it we shall find that 
the college can make no title to a ‘mortgagee, (a), if the 
lessees have tendered and the college have refused to accept 
such a sum by way of fine as the Copyhold Commissioners 
deem reasonable, thus, in fact, leaving it to the discretion of 
the Copyhold Commissioners whether the college shall 
borrow or not ; (b), if money has been raised before to pro- 
vide for two fines in respect of the same lands, thus making 
the Act useless in the case of leases of which more than four- 
teen years are unexpired, 


“being obstructed by A.’s b 





We also find that the money to be borrowed must. he 1p. 
paid, both principal and interest, by instalments, before th 
end of thirty years. This provision, which is also contain 
in the former Act, would seem to have been inserted or 
counsel who perused the draft on behalf of the future mem. 
bers of the coll and’ who was short-sighted enough 
forget that in adding to the many reasons which w in. 
duce the present members of colleges to abstain from running 
out their leases he was furthering the interests of the lesseg 
and not of his clients. 

I presume to think that the Legislature would have actej 
more for the benefit of the colleges aud more fairly to their 
existing members if they had given ample powers of borroy. 
ing money over all the college estates, for the purpose, (lj, 
of purchasing the lessees interests if they were willing to sell 
them at a fair valuation ; (2), of raising money for com 
re present members for loss of fines. The money te 
rowed might nore Bags procured on the ample security of the 
college estates at the lowest market price, either in considem. 
tion of a — rentcharge on the estates, or if it was not 
thought desirable that the loan should form a pens 
burden on the property, it would be easy to raise the money 
from any insurance office, by sale to them of an annuity 
spread over a great number of years. I do not think it wil 
be denied that such rentcharge or annuity would bear buts 
very small proportion to the increase of rent which migh 
be obtained for the land, and that the future members of 
the college would not be injured by sharing to such a small 
extent their ample revenues with their less fortunate prede. 
cessors, Let us hope that future legislation may remon 
some at least of the more glaring deficiencies of the is 
law. W. B.S. 





Sir,—A. and B. are owners in fee of premises adjoining 
each other, which are divided by ajoint wall. A. during 
the absence and withont the consent of B., erected a ware 
house the rear of which is on the said wall, This is ex- 
ceedingly detrimental to B.’s property, inasmuch as it ob. 
structs, to a considerable extent, B.’s light. 

Supposing B. had not a right of light could A. legally 
build upon the joint wall ? and if so has he a right to ob. 
struct B,’s light ? 

I trust some of your correspondents will not deem it to 
much trouble to auswer the above. A. P, 

{If by a joint-wall, A. P, intends a wall belonging, as is 
morecommonly the case, to the adjoining owners in undivided 
moieties, the answer is—A. cannot legally build upon 
wall; as one of the judges observed in Stedman v. Smit 
8 E. & B. 7, the other owner might wish to train fruit-tress 
on it, or amuse himself by running along the top of it. If 
A. and B. own separate moieties, A. may build on his om 
moiety, and, as B, has no right to light, the fact of his 

uilding isirrelevant ; but if A. 
built on B.’s moiety as well as on his own, B. may ‘pare 
away ” so much of A.’s building, Walls within the metn- 
polis are provided for by the Metropolitan Building Att, 
Quod vide.—Ep. 8. J.] 





Law EXAMINATIONS, 

Sir,—When is this question to be disposed of. Thes 
Examinations have always been unsatisfactory. Allow me 
to say that the system is objectionable. This is es 
so as to what are called ‘ uestions.” It is 
not fair to throw a young man off his guard and then blame 
him for a bad answer. Besides this, the questions are often 
unintelligibly framed. It is rumoured that they are not 
always got up by the examiners, A rumour is now current 
in the profession that a certain Chancery Clerk got up some 
of the questions, Well to be sure some of the small matters 
involved in the question favour this supposition. 

Little details must be a matter of acquisition in practice 
Whether Furnivall’s-inn is partly in om and partly in 
Middlesex, or wholly in the one, is not, I think, material to 
a candidate. Some sly fellows are so impudent as to say 
that the examiners themselves could not answer some of 
the questions they put. What disgraceful impudence! Such 
fellows should be sent to ‘‘ Coventry.” e sooner they 
are sent the better. Haply there is sometimes truth ins 
jest. This has been remarked by a philosopher. Whatis 
wanted is a parol system of examination. ; 

My ons on this subject are as follows—viz., 1, thet 
the q' should be permanent, subject to alterations fr 
the term ; 2, that the examination should be rte We 
examiner in each department. These suggestions I 
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submit for the consideration of the profession. With your 
kind ission I will 


shortly take them up in detail. If 
a has not an adequate knowledge of each depart- 
ment, he is not fit to practise, All that is wanted is that 
the questions should just contain a dest of fitness in know- 
ledge. The t m, by its uncertainty, to some 
extent misfits a candidate to answer the questions, and it 
must not be forgotten we have such a thing as nerves. It 
looks well to see a young man modest and even tremulous, 
and it may generally be concluded, I think, that he could 
pass-in better cases. Some think that a board of directors 
always differing would be best, and I think so myself. In 
that event shen ogecnr ps ged. A § at any period, and the 
present excitement would be avoid My apology is due for 
offing these suggestions, but this is a subject to which I 
have devoted a good deal of attention. A large amount of 
physical energy is now expended by students and candidates 
tono useful purpose whatever. Favour me by insertion of 
these observations in your Journal. 
J. CULVERHOUSE, 
[We do not understand what our correspondent means by 
mestions “‘ permanent, subject to alterations for the term:” 
4 examination conducted entirely vivd voce would be rather 
hard upon the nervous candidates whom he appears to com- 
miserate.—Ep. 8. J.] 
Burier v. Knieut, 15 W. R. 407. 


In our remarks on this case some weeks ago (11 Sol. Jour. 
650) we felt called upon to find fault with the marginal note 
attached to the report of this case in the March number of 
the Law Reports, The reporter has since replied to,:these 
observations, and we think it well to go a little more fully 
into the subject. In the first place we'can assure the 
reporter that the criticism in question had no other motive 
pa ri cog ee to see the reports in Fema all hoe 

it to be, and to correct an error which a 
calculated to mislead. ” 

Our objection to the reporter's note was stated pretty 
clearly in the article refe to. That objection is this— 
that it is not correet to say that “‘allowing an attorney to 
proceed to obtain satisfaction’’ is a continuation of the at- 
torney’s cutterity after judgment, and empowers him to 
compromise his clients rights acquired by that jelgnent : 
for we say that every attorney has after judgment a limited 
authority to obtain satisfaction, viz., to obtain 1t by receiv- 
ing payment, &., and that a permission by the client to 
exercise that authority would not confer on the attorney a 
Power to compromise. And we further say that no such 
a topo was decided by the Court of Exchequer. 

e were appears to admit that the proposition is not 
law, but he says it was so decided. 
Now if there is ny thing clear in this decision it is plain 
that the court held these propositions: First, that an at- 
torney’s general retainer empowers him to compromise his 
client's rights and bind him by his acts ; second, that such 
retainer ceases at judgment; and third, that such retainer may 
be revived or continued, and that the evidence in this case 
was sufficient for them to hold that the retainer was 
revised or continued. Now what was that evidence, Let 
us take the reporter's acceunt of it in his letter :—‘‘The 
reader will find at Page 110, a statement that the plaintiff 
or gee and repudiated the idea of a compro- 
mise, Nowa prohibition is not generally unders to 
convey an authority. But did she do any act, or was there 
anything whatever to indicate to the then defendant, or to 
lead him to suppose, that the attorney was authorised to 
compromise, except the single fact that she authorised him 
in the ordinary way to obtain satisfaction? None, except 
that her mother and brother-in-law assented, whose authority 

Court (iii. p. 118), expressly declined to recognise.” 
Will the reporter be enough to point out in the 
ort of the case, ‘the gle fact of authorizing him in the 
way to obtain satisfaction,” and will he further 
tell us what is ‘the ordinary way” of doing this. The 
orters own report states the evidence thus:—‘‘The 
tiff gave ne formal ‘instructions to the defendant to 
continue to act as her attorney ; but immediately after the 
trial she directed him not to compromise the matter, &ec.” 
Now we want to know is it the mere fact of doing nothing 
(for nothing she did, except prohibit), which constitutes 
fhe single fact which empowered the attorney to com 
Judges of the Court of Exchequer implicitly 
attorney's retainer continues after ju t 
ly extinguished by the client in spite of 








their express declarations that the contrary isthe law. The 
only bit of evidence in the case, except the fact that the 
plaintiff did nothing else, is the prohibition to compromise, 
and this was not used by the Court or by ourselves, to show 
that, the eae being a young lady, no meant yes, as the 
reporter humorously puts it ; but we say, in the words of the 
Chief Baron (p. 114), that ‘‘ though intended to limit and 
direct his action, it shows that she supposed that the de- 


‘fendant would continue to act as her attorney until the 


whole proceedings were brought to an end, as if no such 
technical rule had 


; existed.” After declining to pecegae 
the communications with the family as binding, the Chief 


Baron says :—‘‘ But we find the plaintiff herself, almost 
immediately after the verdict, communicating with the 
defendant as her attorney, and giving him express ‘instruc- 
tions as to the payment of the sum awarded by the verdict.” 
Now this communication was the prohibition to compromise, 
and although the reporter says truly, ‘‘a prohibition is not 
generally understood to convey an authority,” yet, in this 
case, he sees the Court distinctly hold that it did ; not by foree 
of express authorization, but by the implied ition of 
the continuation of the relation of attorney and client, which 
it contains. 

We repeat, then, that the Court held that the attorney’s 
authority was continued, and the power to compromise 
incident to that authority therefore continued, not use 
the plaintiff ‘‘ allowed her attorney to proceed to obtain 
satisfaction,” but because, in so allowing him, she expressed 
herself as contemplating his obtaining it in a particylar 
manner, which would be inconsistent with a cesser of the 
retainer 


The reporter, however, reasons thus :—‘‘ Then what is 
meant by allowing him to obtain satisfaction? To obtain 
satisfaction may be either spoken in an unlimited sense—to 
obtain it by all means, including a compromise ; or in a 
limited sense, excluding a compromise. e evidence shows 
that she allowed the attorney to obtain satisfaction only in 


_ the second sense ; the Court held she allowed it in the first. 


On what ground did the Court so hold?” The answer he 
gives to this question is a long course of reasoning which we 


“venture to think a little obscure, but he sums up by saying 


that, “wherever the = expression of intention is the 
allowing the attorney to obtain satisfaction, it is laid down 
by this case that the authority, if so continued, is continued 
without the old powers—at least, so far as to include the 
r to compromise ; and this is the very gist of the case.” 
ow, we think we can detect here a latent ambiguity in the 
use of the words ‘‘allow’’ and ‘expression of intention.” 
To forbear from all communication with your attorney after 
judgment would be to *‘allow” him to obtain satisfaction 
y receipt of the money, because he has a right to do so 
much by force of his original retainer, unless you forbid 
him ; yet his compromise would not bind you, although his 
receipt in full would. But an ‘‘ allowing” by express au- 
thorization, by ‘‘ expression of intention,” even if it be a 
prohibition of the very thing subsequently done, will bind 
you, because the very fact of giving your late otueney in- 
structions as to acts which would by rule be outside his 
powers, is evidence that you recognise those powers as still 
existing. It was not because the attorney was not hindered 
from acting as he did that the plaintiff was bound. All he 
did was done behind her back, and she had aright to assume 
that he would not go beyond his powers, and was not bound 
to forbid him to do what the law would not authorise him 
todo. But because the plaintiff expressed herself to her 
attorney as contemplating his obtaining satisfaction in a 
manner which was inconsistent with a cesser of the relation 
of attorney and client, that relation was held to have -been 
—. by her. seit 
ut the reporter says we have further “ gone wrong in 
supposing the question to be, how can a client centinue the 
attorney's authority, and not, as it is in fact—the 
client continuing his authority as attorney—what powers 
are included in the renewed or continued authority? Now 
if we have erred, at all events we have “erred with Plato,” 
for the Judges of the Court of Exchequer regard this. ag the 
only question—whether or no the relation of attorney and 
client was re-established and contiued ; that relation bei 
so continued, of course all the powers incident to it con; 
tinued. The prohibition to compromise was not evidence 
that a relation had been created, which, at all events, con- 
ferred the power to compromise ; but it was evidence that 
the parties were again attorney and client, and, therefore, 
that the client was bound by the attorney's act. 
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There are a hundred things in this letter we should wish 
to say‘a word upon, but as they are not material to the 
point at issue, we do not care to go further. But we will 
make one remark as to the practical effects of this decision, 
The reporter informs attorneys as follows :—‘‘Now there can 
be no doubt that ordinarily the relation of attorney and 
client is allowed to subsist after judgment, therefore, without 
any talk about any particular mode of obtaining satisfaction, 
the attorney has power to compromise. How far attorneys 
would be justified in acting, or could safely act upon this 
decision, I do not say ; but I can entertain no doubt what- 
ever that the point was decided, and that the decision is 
correctly expressed by the marginal note.” 

If any attorney attempts to compromise his client’s rights, 
under a judgment without distinctive evidence (such as this 
lady’s prohibition) of an intention on the part of his client 
to coutinue the relation which existed before judgment, and 
has nothing better to support his act than a mere absence of 
instructions, he will find no justification either in this case 
or in any other ; even though he rely on the marginal note 
and show that because his client did not forbid his receiving 
the full amount of the judgment, he was “ allowed to pro- 
ceed to obtain satisfaction.’ 





APPOINTMENTS. 


The Lord Chancellor has appointed FrepErick VIVIAN 
Hit, of Helston, in the county of Cornwall, Gentleman, 
and Hiram AsirF OwsTon, of Lutterworth and. Leicester, 
in the county of Leicester, Gentleman, Commissioners to ad- 
minister oaths in the High Court of Chancery in England. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


May 24.—Lord Redesdale’s Bill for the Better Manage- 
ment of Royal Parks was read a first time. 


May 27.—Lord Derby announced that her Majesty’s sanc- 
tion had been received to the remission of the capital punish- 
ment in the case of the Fenian convict Burke. 

On the motion for the third reading of Lord Chelmsford’s’ 
Office of Judge in the Admiralty, Divorce, and Probate 
Courts Bill, Lord Cranworth opposed the motiom, contend- 
ing that with a proper distribution of judicial duties the 
number of judges need not be increased. The motion was 


carried by a majority of eighty-six to forty, and the bill was. 


consequently read a third time and passed. 


May 28.—The Habeas Corpus Act Suspension (Ireland) 
and National Debt Bills were read a third time and passed. 
The Statute Law Revision Bill was read a second time. 

The Increase of the Episcopate Bill was proceeded with in 
committee. _—— 
HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 24.—Mr. Milner Gibson called attention to the law 
respecting the securities required from the publishers’ of 
newspapers, and asked for information respecting the late 
P relative to certain publications of this class, 

The Attorney-General explained the system pursued in 
the matter, and justified the course which had been taken. 


May 27.—By an alteration of the standing orders, made 
on the motion of the Chancellor of the. Exchequer, to be in 
force till the end of June, the House will in future rise on 


Tuesdays and Fridays at seven, and resume’ its sitting at’ 


nine. 

In committee, on the Representation of the People Bill, 
clause 4 was agreed to; the remaining clauses up to 34 were 
then rhein: § and the consideration of that clause resulted 
in the final extinction of the compound householder. 

The Pier and Harbour Orders Confirmation Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 

The Masters and Workmen Bill was read a second time. 

May 28.—In committee on the Representation’ of the 
People Bill, clause 35 (first registration of new voters), as 
amended was agreed to. Clause 5 (educational franchise), 
clause 6 (pecuniary qualification), clause 7 (dual vote) ‘were 


ived. 
“The House rose at seven o’clock for the first time’ under 
the new regulation. Upon the House re-assembling at nine, 
Major Knox moved that the House be counted.’ | 
thirty-nine members having as yet entered, the House ad- 


‘afterwards Whiteacre to C. 
with the concurrence of B. for a price less than the amoutit 





journed. The Hon. George Denman’s Bill for the Repeal of 
the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Certificate Duty was to haye 
come on to-night. 


May 29.—The business of the House was prefaced by a 
warm debate upon the ‘‘ count-out ” of the preceding even. 
ing. Major Knox said he acted as he had done in order ty 

revent the nomination of an unfair committee on 
ecclesiastical Titles Bill in athin House, He justified his 


act as the legitimate exercise of a private member's right to § 


prevent the nomination of an unfair committee. Mr. Dep. 
man strongly condemned the hon, members. proceedi 
After some observations by other members, Mr, G. 

said the fault of there being no House was not with the 
Government, and hoped such an event would not happen 


in. 
“eThe second reading of the Uniformity Act Amendment 
Bill (for the admission of dissenters to college fellowshi 
by dispensing with the declaration required by the Uniformity 
Act) carried by a majority of 200 to forty-six. 

The Education of the Poor Bill was postponed till 


July 10. . ) 
Mr. Denman then moved the second reading of the Bill 
for the Abolition of the Attorneys’ and Solicitors’ Certificate 
Duty. The adjournment of the debate was moved, but the 
motion was rejected by a majority of 132 to ninety-one. It 
wanted but a few minutes to the regular hour of adjoum. 
ment, Mr, Ayrton thought, if any taxes claimed remission, 
it was the taxes. on locomotion, and there was a speci 
reason why: the House should not now remit the certificate 
duty, paid by attorneys. The National Exchequer. would 
have to contribute. something towards the new courts of 
justice. .The., concentration of these courts would enable 
the attorneys to perform various duties in less than half the 
time:and at half the trouble they now involved, while no 
proposal was made to reduce their fees and remuneration, 
The House then adjourned. 


May 30.—In committee on the Representation ‘of the 
People Bill. Clause 8 (total disfranchisement of Great 
Yarmouth, Lancaster,-Totnes and Reigate) was agreed to. 
On Clause 9 (depriving each of certain boroughs of one of its 
members) coming on: for consideration, Mr. Mill moved the 
first of a series of amendments designed to carry out whatis 
known as Mr. Hare’s scheme. Lord Cranborne said the sub- 
ject ‘was too important to be summarily dealt with, and 
after afew observations by other hon. members, the chairman 
was ordered to report progress. 

The Court of Chancery (Ireland) Bill passed through 
committee. 

The composition of the Committee on the Ecclesiastical 
Titles Bill stands adjourned. 








TRELAND. 


The Incorporated Society of Attorneys and Solicitors 


(Ireland), have presented an address to the Right Hon. 
Fraricis Blackburne on the occasion of his retirement from 
the Bench, in which they express their admiration of his 
judicial character. The address is signed by Mr. J. T. Orpen, 
as president of the Society. | Mr: Blackburne, in his reply, 
expresses his gratification at receiving such a mark of 
approbation from a body whose members he so highly 
esteemed. 

The Clerkship of the Crown for the County Mayo has 
been conferred upon Benjamin Whitney, Esq., solicitor. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


‘THE LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. . . 


At the Law Institution, on Tuesday’ evening last, Mr 
Hunterin the chair, the question diseussed was No. 391, 
legal. ‘* A, mortgages Whiteacre and Blackacre to B. ani 

Upon a sale of Blackacre to A. 


of B’s,’ mortgage, and where B. does not exercise his power 
of sale, is C, a necessary party to the conveyance ?” Paine. 
Compton,'2 Y, & ©. Ex. 457; Palk v. Clinton, 12 Ves. 
The question was opened by Mr. Shearm in the negative, 
followed by eight other speakers, Upon a: division the 
question ‘was declared carried in the ‘negative by eight 
to four.’ The number of members present-was twenty, “ 
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OBITUARY. 


DR. SAMUEL JEWKES WAMBEY. 

Thedeath of this gentleman, whose name has been well 
kmown to the public ever since the establishment of the 
Divores Court, took place last week. bse oe pot of 
recent standing in his profession, Dr. Wambey had acquired 
an extensive practice in this court, which would, doubtless, 
but for his premature death, have placed him among the 
chief men i that branch of the law. 

He was educated at St. s Hall, Oxford, where he 
graduated B.C.L. in 1848. In Term, 1852, he was ad- 
mitted to Doctors’ Commons, and on the ing of the 
Divorce Act permitting advocates to practise in the ‘‘ Court 
of Divorce and Matrimonial Causes,” he commenced prac- 
tising in that Court, where his abilities have been fully ap- 

reciated, as is proved by the progressive increase of his 


usiness. —— 
SIR THOMAS PHILLIPS, Q.C. 

On the 26th ultimo, aged 65, died Sir Thomas Phillips, 
Knight, Q.C., better known as Chairman of the Society of 
Arts than as a lawyer. He was originally admitted as a 
solicitor, but was afterwards called to the bar by the Hon. 
Society of the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1842, and 
was a member of the Oxford Circuit, though] we are not 
aware that he ever practised. 


SIR ARCHIBALD ALISON, 
On the 28rd ultimo, at Glasgow, Sir Archibald Alison, 
. guthor of the well known ‘‘ History of Europe,” and Sheriff of 
Lanarkshire, died at his residence, Possil House, near 
Glasgow, of bronchitis, after rather more than a fortnight’s 
illness. A short account of this eminent man will be 
found in another column. 


ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Trinity Term, 1867. 


The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned ores ordinary type.) 


Contins, JosEPH PuLLEN.—James Pearson May, Princes- 
street, Spitalfields. 

Darvittz, Tuomas Henry.—William Henry Barber, Ab- 
church-chambers, Abchurch-lane. 

Gurnezy, W1LL1AM.—Samuel Rowles Pattison, 50, Lombard- 
street, City. 

OttaRD, Freperick THomAs.—William Ludlam Ollard, 
Upwell, near Wisbech, Cambridge. 

Rosinson, W1LLIAM.—George Brown, York. 

Suitu, Jony CuRistoPHER.—Thomas Dounie Calthrop, 8, 
Whitehall-place, Westminster. 

Wuartoy, Freperic Cox.—George Frederick Wharton, 
Manchester ; Robert Gudgeon Hinnell, Bolton, Lancaster. 

Wuson, LavRENcE.—John Rogers Browne, Nottingham. 

On the Last Day of Trinity Term, 1867. 

Avams, Francis CapWALLADER.—John Vickerman Long- 
bourne, 4, South-square, Gray’s-inn. 

BEARPARK, JoAN,—William P’ ckering Parkinson, York. 

BrxeuaM, Joseru.—Nathaniel Creswick, Sheffield. 

—. Puitie WAsHnouRNE.—Thomas Washbourne Gibbs, 





JouNston, W1LLIAM JoHN.—William Johnston, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 
Joxrs, Frank Kirron.—John Marmaduke Teesdale, 6, 
erick’s-place, Old Jewry. 
Jonzs, Witt1aM VavGHAN.—Marcus Louis, Ruthin Den- 


Lampert, WitttaM Henry.—William Lambert, Exeter. 
ARD, HENRY.—William Ford, 4, South-square, Gray’s- 
inn ; Harry Bell, 36, Bedford-row. 
M Franx.—Edward Chippendale Milne, Manchester ; 
Chorley Hopps, Manchester; Augustus Percy 
Earle, Manchester. 
—_ JoserH.—Michael Smith, 5, Berners-street, Middle- 
Nicuoison, Tuomas Henry. —John Nicholson, Ambleside. 
Wiuiam Cuannine, B.A., LL.B.—Thomas Mar- 


tineau, Birmingham. 
Presswell, Totnes. 


HENRY JARDINE. —Geor 
Srauaxa, Hvom.—Fredorick Leigh Hutchins, 11, Birchin- 


lane, 





Vauprey, THomAs WILLIAM.—John Wilson, Congleton. 
Warp, James LivesEy.—John Egerton Ward, Congleton. 
Cees CuRIsToPHER.—John Egerton Ward, Con- 
eton. 
Wie, Wituram Horace.—-Samucl Walker, 29, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields. 
(For previous names see ante, p. 602.) 


‘NOTICES OF APPLICATIONS TO BE RE-ADMITTED. 


Last day of Trinity Term, 1867. 

Leigh, Alfred, Sale-moor, near Manchester. 
Michaelmas Term, 1867. 
Chandler, Benjamin, Sherborne, Dorset. 
NOTICES OF APPLICATIONS TO TAKE OUT OR RE 
NEW ATTORNEY’S CERTIFICATES. 
June 18, 1867. 
Eley, John, 90, Fetter-lane, Holborn. 
as John Bond, 17, Market-place, Junction-road, Upper 
egy 

Leather, Alexander William Dow, Sidmouth, Devon. 
Lupton, Thomas, Live 1; and Preston. ° 
Parker, William, Manchester ; and Lewisham, Kent. 
Ramsay, Joseph, Cockermouth, Cumberland. 
Russell, Lancelot, 4, Churton-place, Pimlico ; and 4, North 


End, Croydon. 
Snell, Frederick John, Great Bardfield Lodge, Essex ; Chelms- 
ford ; and Harleston, Norfolk. 
Bias Henry Mills, Forest-hill, Kent ; and Birchanger, 
x 


Spencer, William, 13, Rue de Paris, Lille. 

Tilsley Hugh, 35, Keppel-street, Russell-square. 
Tinsley, Charles, Market Rasen, Liucoln. 

Waldron, Alfred, Brentwood, Essex. 

Ward, Richard John, 14, Percy-circus, Pentonville. 
Whatley, George Lawson, Mitchell Dean, Gloucester. 


COURT PAPERS. 


EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
SiTTINcs In Error. 
The following days have been appointed for the argument 
of Errors and Appeals :— 
QUEEN’s BENCH. 
June 18 | Wednesday 
Common PLEAs, 
June 20 | Friday 
EXCHEQUER. 
ssseseeeseveee dune 22 | Monday 








June 19 
June 21 


June 24 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK, 
Last Quoratror, May 30, 1867, 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted} 
RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shares | Railways. 





Stock | Bristol and Exeter 
tock | Caledoni 





Glasgow and South-Western «.. 
: | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock . 
k Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Great Northern 
Do., A Stock* ! 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western— Original ' 
Do., West Midland—Oxford 
Do., do.—Newport 
ik | Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 
on, Chatham, and Dov: 
London and North-Western.... 
London and South-Western 











letrop 
Midland 
| Do., Birmingham and Derby 
North British 
North London 











Scottish Central 
Stock | South Devon 
Stock | South-Eastern 
Stock | Taff Vale. 

10 | Doc 


* A receives n0 dividend ‘until 6 per cent, has been paid rs a 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

3 per Cent. Consols, 94 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, June 6, 934 Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang. 1908, 19} 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 92§ Ex Bills, £1000, 4 per Ct. pm 
New 3 per Cent., 92 Ditto, £500, Do pm 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200, 26 pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794, 763 Bank of England Stock, 64 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. °73 — Ct. (last half-year) 2524 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 

INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
India Stock, 10} p Ct. Apr.’74, 221 ) Ind. Enf. Pr., 5p C., Jan.’72, 103 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto, 54 per Cent., May, ’79 — 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’80 112 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 64 — 
Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88, 97 Do. Do.. 5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 5 per Ct., £1000, pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. Ditto, ditto, under £1000, pm. * 


Money MarkKET AND CITY INTELLIGENCE. 
Thursday Night. 

We have now for some time had to record weekly the firmness 
and upward tendency of the Funds. The present week will not 
form any exception in this respect. The estimation in which 
these securities are held is no doubt attributable in part to the 
distrust which still hovers round more speculative investments, 
but public confidence, and the abundance of capital which is 
seeking employment, are the main causes. The large amount of 
bullion in the Bank of England, as well as in that of France, 
has contributed to cstablish the confident feeling which seems to 
revail. ‘Ihe Bank rate of discount was to-day reduced from 

3 to 2} per cent. and an increased buoyancy was the immediate 
result. Foreign securities show on the whole an upward tendency. 
The share-market displays much fluctuation, to-day the§tendency 


has been upward. British Railways are decidedly stronger 
than at the Digtaning of the week. It is universally thought ' 


that the steady rise of the funds, which we have lately had to 
record, is attributable to a legitimate demand consequent on an 
abundance of capital. 

To-day, being Ascension Day, the Paris Bourse was closed. 
Yesterday (Wednesday), Rentes left off at 69f. 92c. 

The Returns of the Board of Trade show the trade increase of 
last year is by no means maintained this year. The exports 
for the first four months of 1866 were 15 per cent. larger than 


those of the coresponding period of 1865, and are 10 per cent. , 


larger than those for 1867. 

The Standard Life Assurance Company’s report, presented 
at the forty-seventh annual mecting, announces an increase of 
business. 


ELLENBoROUGH’s SaRcAsmM.—To the surgeon in the witness 


box who said, “ I employ myself as a surgeon,’’ Lord Ellenborough 
retorted, “ But does anybody else employ you as a surgeon?” 
The demand to be examined on affirmation being preferred by a 
Quaker witness, whose dress was so much like the costume of 
an ordinary conformist that the officer of the court had begun to 
administer the usual oath, Lord Ellenborough inquired of the 
“ friend,” Do you really mean to impose upon the court by ap- 
pearing here in the disguise of a reasonable being? Very pun- 
gent was his ejaculation at a cabinet dinner when he heard that 
Lord Kenyon was about to close his penurious old age by dying. 
“Die!—why should he die :—what could he get by that ¢’ in- 
Lord Ellenborough, adding to the pile of jests by which 
men have endavoured to keep a grim, unpleasant subject out of 
sight—a pile to which the latest mot was added the other day 
by Lord Palmerston who during his last attack of gout ex- 
imed, playfully, “Dic, my dear doctor! That’s the /ast thing 

I think of doing.” —Jeaffreson's Book about Lawyers. 








County Courts.—The business of the county courts of Eng- 
land increased greatly last year. There were no less than 
872,446 plaints entered, £864,193 of them for sums not exceeding 

e amount claimed was £2,052,715. A large proportion 
of the cases are settled, but 468,165 went into court. all but 879 
of these were determined without a jury. In 470,408 cases judg- 
ment was given for the plaintiff (by consent in about two cases 
in every five), the debts recovered amounting to £1,049,535. 
Costs amounted to £43,459. 29,347 warrants of commitinent 
were issued, and in 7,601 instances the debtor was actually .im- 
prisoned ; 145,816 executions were issued against the goods of 
the defendant, and in 3,828 instances sales were made. Thus it 
appears that on one plaint in every five execution had to be issued 
against the debtor or his goods. The court fees in these pro- 
ceedings amounted to £288,453. ‘There were also 3,523 adjudi- 
cations of bankruptcy; the grows produce realised was only 
£0,990. In 814 cases equitable proceedings were had in these 
courts, Times, 


Patrext-orvicy.—The expenses connected with this office 
amount to £31,410. An analysis of this sum shows that 
£9,933 is paid to the law officers of the Crown in England, £867 
to their foam £9,145 for salaries (of which the Clerk of Com- 
missioners receives £1,000) ; £6,990 for incidental expenses, and 
SAMA for compensation. Of this last item, £1,200 is given to 





the Attorney-General for Ireland, £850. to the Lord-Advocate 
for Scotland, £850 to Mr. David Johnstone, patent clerk tu the 
Attorney and. Solicitor-General for England ;, and. £800 to the 
Solicitor-General for Ireland. The above charges do not in- 
clude the expense of printing the specifications of its, the 
drawings accompanying them, &c., amounti together to 
about £51,000, this charge being taken out of the ty for 
stamp duties, which are estimated to produce for the year 1867-8 
about £114,000. 


Cost or Law Anp Justice.—A blue-book has been 

and issued, on the motion of Mr. Childers, showing in detail for 
the financial year 1865-66 the charges borne by the public purse 
for courts of law and justice, for criminal prosecutions and for 
the legal expenses of the public departments. The total amount 
was £1,750,596 in England, £330,392 in Scotland, £363,552 in 
Ireland, making together £2,344,540. A second part of the re. 
turn is to follow, showing the expenditure for courts of justice 
defrayed from county, borough, or local funds. 


It appears from a La erg a return issued yesterday, that 
since the 16th of July last, Lord Derby’s government have ap- 
pointed no less than 323 new justices of the peace. The names 
of those appointed in each city and borough in England ani 
Wales are given in the return. 4 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
May 21.—By Messrs. Exuis & Son. © 

Freehold residence, situate in Half Moon Lane, Dulwich, let at £70 per 
annum—Sold for £1, 

Freehold residence, situate as above—Sold for £1.175. 

The under-lease for 17 years, unexpired, of the suite of six offices, Nos, 
11 & 12, Fenchurch-street, City; term, 21 years from 1863, at £55) 
per annum -~ Sold for £125. 

May 24.—By Messrs. Foster. 4 

Leasehold residence, No, 8, Upper Hyde-park-street, with coach-house 
and stabling in the rear; term, 96 years from 1838. at £15 per annum; 
and a leasehold improved ground rent of £37 10s. per annum, 
secured on houses in Bridge-terrace, Harrow-road, and Fulham-place, 
and Dedeg-gepy Paddington; term, 72 years unexpired—Sold for 

3,6: 


Leasehold residence, No. 2, West-hill, Highgate, let at £80 per annum ; 
term, 903 years unexpired, at £15 per annum—Sold for £810, 
Leasehold, 4 houses, Nos. | to 4. Brecknock-street, Camden-town, pro 
ducing £15 per annum; term, 70 years unexpired, at £16 per annum— 
Sold for £1,960, 
May 28.—By Messrs. Depennam, Tewson, & FARMER. 
Freehold 2a 3r 32p of arable and wood land, situate in Brooke-lane, on 
the road to Salisbury-green, Hants —Sold for £240. 


AT THE GUILDHALL COFFEE HOUSE. 
May 21.—By Messrs. Furser & Paice. 
Freehold cottage ornee, known as the Poplars, situate on Clay-bill, 
Bushey, Herts—Sold for £1,015. . 
Leasehold house, No, 59, Wiiliam-street, Brighton, Sussex, let for a term, 
£18 perannum; term, 42 years unexpired,at £3 4s, per annum - 
Sold for £70. ’ , 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. . 





MARRIAGES. git j 

CORBET—EMERY—On May 23, at St. Mary’s, Staines, Miller Corbet, 
Esq., Solicitor, of Kidderminster,son of David Corbet, M.D., of Orsett, 
Essex, to Mary Louisa Jane, daughter of Mr. Charles Emery. 

CALVERT—HORSFALL-- On May 29, at the Parish Church, Cundall, 
Yorkshire, Henry Calvert, Esq., Solicitor, of Masham, Yorkshire, 
son of Jobn Calvert, Esq., to Helen, daughter of the Rev. T. Horsfall, 
Incumbent of Cundall with Norton-le-Clay. 

PHIPSON —-NEWCOME—On May 23, at St.George’s Church, Stamfort, 
Wilson Weathérly Phipson, Esq., Charlewood-villa, Putney, to Eliza 
beth Humberstone, daughter of F, P. Newcome, Esq., Solicitor, 
Leng Clawson, Leicestershire. é 

PYE-SMITH—RAWLINSON—On May 23, at the Congregational 
Church, North-street, Taunton, John William Pye-Smith, Esq., 
citor, of Sheffield, to Harriette, daughter of William Rawlinson, 
Esq , of Taunton, 

DEATHS. 


ASHLEY—On May 20, at Greenhithe, Kent, Henry Ashley, Esq., Solic- 
citor, of that place, and of Charles-square, Hoxton, Middleser, 


ag ; 

BICK NELL—On May 27, at his residence, No. 164, Westbourne-terract, 
Hyde-park, Samuel Bicknell, Esq., last surviving partner of Messrs. 
C. & S. Bicknell, Solicitors, of No. 79, Connaught-terrace, Edgware 


road, 

COVERDALE—On May 27, at Brondesbury-park, Willesden , Isabelle 
Frederica, wife of John Coverdale, Faq , of Bedford-row. 

GARREAU-—On March 26, at Champ de Mars, Port Louis, Mauritius, 
Victor Garreau, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, and Stipendiary Magistrate 
of the Seychelles. 

HAWKINS—On May 21, at his residence, Clapham, John Hawkins, 
formerly of 2, New Boswell-court, Lincoln’s-inn, late of 40, Chancery 
lane aged 8, 

PHILLIPS—On May 26, at 77, Gloucester-place, Sir Thomas Phillips, 
Q.C., of the Inner Temple, Chairman .of the Society of Ari, 


aged 65, 
RICHARDS—On May 19,at Croydon, Nelly Amelia, denghter of Charles 
Thomas Richards, Esq., Solicitor, of Croydon, aged 3, 
SPARLING—On May 24, at 4, Hornsey-rise, aged 10, Helen, daughte 
of John A, Sparling, ksq., Solicitor. 





olicitor, 
rational 
1.» Soli- 
vlinson, 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Ginding-up of Joint Stock Companies, 
Fripay, May 24, 1867. 
LIMITED IN Cmancrrx. 

National Provincial Marine Insurance Company Yay renee pO .—Petition 
for op tn > pees May 22, directed to be fore the 
Master of f the on June |, Hillyer & Fenwick, Teadinedh-en 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 

East Basset & Grylls Mining Company.—By an order made by the 
Vice-Warded, dated May 20, it was ordered that the abeve company 
should be Large a Roberts, Truro, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Saint Day United Mining Company.—By an order made by the Vice- 

Warden, dated May 18,it was ordered that the above company 
should be wound-up. Roberts, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners , 
TuEsDay, May 28, 1867. 
Lim1tED IN CHANCERY, 

West of England renee Company (ensen. —Petition for winding- 
up, presented May 24, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor: 
Stuart on June 7. Randall & Angier, Gray’s-inn-pl, solicitors for 


arson Hoe Hotel Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, 
by an order dated oda bani 24, appointed Charles Fitch Kemp, 8, Wal- 
breok, to be official liquidator, 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Frripay, May 24, 1867. 
Derby Female Friendly Society, Derby. May 14. 
Turspay, May 28, 1867. 
Amalgamated Block Printers Society, Lord Nelson Inn, Merton, Sur- 
rey. May2l. 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frivay, May 24, 1867. 
Milner, Robt, Eccles, Lancaster. June 25. Zapp v Percival, County 
Palatine of Lancaster. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faripay, May 24, 1867. 
sent, Henrietta, Gost Regent’s-pk, Spinster. June 30. 
rrer & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. ’ 
Pa ay oe Somes, Durham, Farmer. June 12. Smith, Durham. 
Graeme, Patrick St Geo, Cawnpore, India, Captain. Jan 1, Lucas & 
re Goo Se , Charing-cross. 
Southampton, Dentist. July 1. Green & Moberly, 


Saber 
Jones, Wm, Northam ton, Gent. July 1. Britten, Northampton. 
Judson, Maria, H gley, Leeds, Widow. July 10. Barr & Co, 


nis, Sir Arthur Chas, Dover-st, Piccadilly. July 23. Carlisle & 
rdell, New-sq, Lineoln’s- inn. 

Mar! Tl Jas Wm, De Beauvoir-rd, Clerk. July 10. Finney, 

gy a Terrington, York, Farmer. July 13. Proud, Bishop 


Mears, Isaac, Gedney-hill, Lincoln, Farmer. Sept 1. Jackson, 


- Murphy, Robt Thos, Lpeol, Master Mariner. June 19. Hull & Co, 


Schilling, Hy, Brighton, Sussex, Gent. July 31. Stevens & Hasel- 
wood, Brighto 


n. 
» York, Butcher. July 18. Richardson & Co, York. 
thur, Grosvenor-st, Gresyenor-sq, Surgeon. June 19, 


Co, Lpool. 
Tewart, Say, Carlton- , Maida-vale, Esq. July 1. Fraser & May, 
Webb, Eamand, Birm, Coal Dealer. June 20, Standbridge & Kaye 


TurspaY, May 28, 1867. 
Allaway, John, Maidenhead, Berks, Gent. July 11. Brown, Maiden- 


Buckley, 7 — os Lodging-house Keeper. June 17. Wainwright 
» Wi 
Curran, Jas, Albany-pl, Terrace-rd, Hackney, Gent, Jaly 1. Hughes 
& i Waterloo-pl. 
Elliott, M: 7. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Widow. June 24. Ingledew & 

Daggett, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Maria, Hanwell Lunatic Asylum, Widow. June 20, New- 
Southampton. 
pee South Broughton, nr Manch, Gent. Aug 31. Parry & Son, 


Maeaoh 
be Wm, Ifield, Sussex, Builder. July 1. Head & Son, East Grin- 


Hill lg bag Farmer. July 1. Muskett & Garrod. 
Whickham, Durham, Farmer, July 22. Dickinson, 


ewhalhey nr nr Sener, Lancaster, Esq. June 25. Hare 
Jas, Lingfield, Surrey, G Gent. July 1. Head & Son, East Grin- 
PR ml Wn, Rantings; Sussex, Gent. July 1. Drew & Wilkinson, 


Peace, Wm, gnor, Sussex, Esq. June 2%. Johnson & Raper, Chi- 


Randall, Wm » Gt Dunmow, Essex, Brewer. July 17. Wade, Dunmow. 
Robinson, Thos, Appleby, Westmoreland, pl July 1. Wilson, 


wes Cacao , Lieutenant Royal Engineers. Sept !. Ling- 
Benj, Margaret-st, Cavendish-sq. July 21. Walker & 


mene eeeenpee st, Home Widow. Aug 1, Owston, Lei- | 





Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Frrpay, May 34, 1867. 
hen, es, Halifax, York, Hardware Dealer. May 22. Comp 


Reg May 24 
Doman, + Magelesfild, Chester, Provision Dealer. May 20. 
mp. lay 2 
a, bsp Tt Edwd, i Stanhope, Regent’s-park, Jeweller. May 3. 
oinp. Reg 
wane Robt, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Ironmonger. May13. Comp. 


ig May 22. 
Butteriel, Wm Hy, old ~~ eat Islington-green Registrar. 
oun ae Comp. Reg May “~ 
Bradford, York. I etd May 6. Asst. Reg May 22 
Chall, Gon Ward, Lombard-st, Merchant. May 13.. Comp. 


y 20. 
Chapman, John Wells, merc Finsbury, Wholesale Milliner. 
May 20. Comp. Reg May 21 
Clay, Herbert, Jarrow, Durham, “Builder. May 2, Comp. Reg May 21. 
Coatsworth, Phabe, Howgill, Durham,Grocer. May2. Comp. Reg 


colt Hy, ha amare Stafford, Fishmonger. April 29. 
ony oe Benj, Galisbury-ct, Fleet-st, Builder. May7. Comp. Reg 
o-. ch Foye germ -rd, St John’s Wood, Builder. May 1. 
Pia <i Wm John, Darlington, Durham, Butcher. May 6. Comp. 
oroatay Be Brighouse, York, Dyer. April 27. Comp. Reg 
ogee ger Glamorgan, Draper. May 17. Comp. Reg 
a. & Robt, Brighton-rd, Croydon, Miller. May 1. Comp. Reg 


East, J aS, May 20. Asst. « 
ELis, gee abe Kensington, Architect. May 17. ip A Reg 


Evans, Joaeph Elbert, Bucks, et April 26. Asst. Reg May 22. 
ey a Hy Lilwall, Carnarvon Draper. April 25. Asst. Reg 


* Gite y Wm, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Draper. May 14. Comp. 


= wd _ a be > see ra King’s-cross, Coal Merchant. May 
8. Comp. Reg May 23. 

Hart, Thos, Wynne-rd, 3rixton, Warehouseman. May 13, ;Comp. Reg 

Harateld, John, Hyde, Chester, Shuttle Picker. May 17. Comp. Reg 
ay 

a > eg Marylebone-st, Tailor. May —. Comp, Reg 
ay 24 

 . Birkenhead, Chester, Boot Dealer. May 8. Asst 

4 ay 2. 

James, i ‘Berkley-st West, Paddington, Gent. May 7. Comp. Reg 

Kee a ey Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Shipbuilder. May 17. Comp. 


Reg May 
Keighley, Geo Alfred, Manch, —_—_. gy badly ue. bond 22. 
iv. 


Laycock, Wm, Leeds, Innkeeper. 
Levy, Reuben, Manch, Tailor. May 1h 14, “Comp. Reg 
ek Sas Margate, Kent, Watchmaker. May 22. * il Reg 
YY 
ee a Jas, Bodmin, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. May 1.. Asst. 
ay 2 
MeCulium. Win Robt, Loughborough, Leicester, Hosier. April 29. 
Asst. Reg May 23. 
Bedford-row, Secretary. May 8. 
mp. Reg May 23, 
Midworth, John, & Wm Midworth, ames Nottingham, Iron 
founders, April 24. Asst. a 
——— Chas, Mark-lane, ch Booker. May 20. Comp. Reg 
Neufliess, Jas, Birm, Tailor. May 6. Comp. 
Nicholson, Wm, Lpool, Draper. 22. . Asst. 23. ; 
Osborn, Win Bagi Baggaly, & oe ttom, Birm, Merchants. April 
Parker, Ji Selatan, Terese Sussex, cw April 24. Asst. Reg 


x; “poe Rotherham, Yerk, Brass Founders. April 
May 22. 
20, Comp. 
» Tea & Coffee Merchant. April 24. Comp. 
Shaw, Geo, srinton Rotherham, York, Joiner. 
Reg M 
—_ win Jas, gman Kennington. ent of business. — 10. 
May 
Thomas, John, Terrace-rd, South Hackney, Grocer. May 14, Comp. 
Bien.” Garston, Lancaster,Grocer. May ll. Comp. Reg 


24. Comp. Reg May 
Payne, A es Chatteris. Cadabihtga, Pemnée. April 24. Asst. Reg 
Pricaley, Wm, Halifax. York, Boot Maker. May?. Conv. Reg 
Quatia, dd, ag May 3 Spitalfields, Coal & Coke Dealer. May 
Robinson, 
Reg May 22. 
April 26. Asst. 
Reg May 22 
—* M, Bawa, Pendleton, Lancaster, Upholsterer. May 20. Comp. 
yok, Redoer Yor k, Tailer, May 14. Asst. Reg 
=; Robt, Lamb's Conduit, monger, May 17. Reg 
22, 
Trafor, Wn Thos, Northampton, Hesier. April 26. Asst. Reg 
Ta, oe Robt, Newoastle-upen-Tyne, Iron Merehant. April 24, Asst. 
1. 
paces anaes Hotel Keeper, April 25, Asst. Reg 
hg gg ag oo Northampton, Beerhouse Keeper. Apri! 
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Williams, Hy, oon. nr Neath, Glamorgan, Shopkeeper. May 15. 
Comp. Reg May 
" Tomspax, May 28, 1867. 
my Benj, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer. April 30. Comp. Reg 


Bellingham, Lionel, Erith, Kent, Market Gardener. April 30. Asst. 


poeants. Youn, Manch, Innkeeper. May 22. Comp. Reg Ma: = 
Bish Edwd Wallace, Rt Willison, _/ mour-st, 
Manufacturers. May 25. Comp. Reg May 
ieee, Sapa, Travelling eae. * May 18. Inspector- 
sbip. Reg May 27 


Rorrow, Geo, Lyon-st, Caledonian-rd, Coach Builder. May 25. Comp. 


Baoky Wane Bolton, Lancaster,Agent. May6. Asst. Ly age 4 24, 

sy, awd, Swinford, Leicester, Corn Factor. April 30. Asst. 

Coomber, Wm, Walker-st, Long-lane, Bermondsey, Carman. 
26. Comp. Reg May 24. 

Cohen, Abraham Mark, Southgate-rd, Kingsland, Builder. May 15. 


Coke, ke, hd, ‘Keyusham, Somerset, Chemist. May 13. Asst. Reg 
Collis, Chas, and Gee Hy Cole, Southampton-st, Sonera Wood- 
ware Manufacturers. April 30. Comp. 

bg may Geo, Lpool, Lancaster, Draper. May 1. * Comp. Reg 
Curlewis, Hy Chas, Conduit-st, Tailor. April 25. kn Fe one Oy 23. 
Comp. Hog May 2a Monmouth. Boot and Shoe Maker. May 1. 
Daw, Joseph, Tavistoc! & k, Devon, Grocer. May 14. Asst. Reg May 27. 
Dent, bg Fer York, Farmer. May 15. Asst. May 27. 

Dodwell, So! mon, Maryland-ter, » Baker. 20. Comp. 


on Wandsworth-rd, Beer Shop Keeper. April 29. 
a Chas ty ht paptece, Pimlico, Straw Hat Maker. 
p.- Reg May 27. 


May 3. 
Erick, Wm, Essex Gent. May 7, 
Fox, John, bag) Ne » Berks, Leather seites” "Tey 15, Comp. 


April 


Reg May 
se. Moses, Kidderminster, Worcester, Hosier. 
y 2 
Gos' "ies — Norwich, Shoe Manufacturer. 


‘May 18. Comp. 
May 2. Oomp. 
Guyer, Fred, See, Lewisham, out of business. May 25. 
aa Merchant. May 23. Asst. Reg May 27. 

» Huddersfield, York, Commercial Traveller. 
7 Asst. =e 
John Lawrence Hindle, ate Lancaster, 
29, Comp. Reg May 2 
ag Wellard, ‘Grower, Upper Holloway, "chemist. May 17. 
Kent, Forage Dealer. May 2. Comp. 


so _ 
Hulbert, Hy, Aston, Warwick, Builder. May 6. Asst. Reg May 28. 
Leipsic-rd, Camberwell, Butcher. May 1. Asst. Reg 


ves, 
J 


se m, 
aay Wm a Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Contractor. May 21. 
Kirk, Ann, upon-Hull, Milliner, April 29. Asst. Reg 


Largs, Toe W Wa», Buskinghamt-at, Strand, Civil Engineer. May 21. 
Comp. 


Reg May 27 
ie 1 Llewellyn, High-st, Peckham, Milliner. May 4. 
Lore! Thos Read, Bristel, Innkeeper. May 1. Comp. Reg 


Lov John, Hilsea, Victualler. 16. Asst. 
Maeers, rs Deagiee-s, Queen’ hosed bemoenen, Beition” May % 


Comp. 
_—" , Durham, Builder. May6. Asst. Reg 
i sei, Manch, Boot and Shoe Maker, May14. Comp. Reg 


May 
neha, John, Norwich, Draper. May7. Asst. Reg or Aa 
ee ee Wright, St Swithin’s-lane, Metal Agent. 


Wm, Teaciitte, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. May 17. 
Comp. hell 

so a St George’s-in-the-East, Licensed Victualler. 

May 27. 

eave, ‘Tas | Falla, Mary Magdalen, Norfolk, Farmer. May 1. 

poe, es we A Bawin Jas Cooke, Fore-st, Milliners. April 27. 
Asst. Reg May 25. 

Pig, We Wm, Brighton, ‘Gussex, Upholsterer, May 11. Comp. Reg 

iy 2A. 

Potter, areneiigmns Agent, Ghighaliten May 22. Inspectorship. 

Rais Jo Wan Ou Oarter-lane, Doctors-commons, Painter.. May |. 

— = Jas, "sete, Wilts, Draper. April 30, Asst. Reg 

— Theophilus , Wisbech, Cambridge, Silversmith. May 4. Comp, 

Lampeer, Petertavy, Devon, Grocer. May 7. Comp. Reg 


Taylor, Wi, , Salop, Baker, May 6. Comp. 
» Rev John chm Narra, Burton Dradstek, Dore Dorest, Olek. May 11. 


Reg May 
Vickers, Wm, Doneaster, York, Tailor. May 4. Comp. Reg 
Waterhouse, Thos, Blackburn, Lancaster, Shopkeeper, May 18, Asst. 


Wises te, es 
a ees Oe May 2. Asst, 


- = . 
—— i beat th 





Willis, Geo, Coddenham, Suffolk, Draper. May 11. Comp. Reg 
Wilson, Wm Willey, Stockton, Durham, Printer. May 8. Asst, Reg 


May 24. 
Woodstock, oan. Leather-lane, Holborn, Bootmaker. May 27, 
Worthington Reg May 
maton, Joh, War Warrington, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. May 


1, Asst. 
Wright. Geo Saml, prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. May 16. Asst, 


Reg May 27. 
Bankrupts. 
Farpay, May 24, 1867. 
To Surrender in London. 
Adams, Saml, Reading, AN Pet May 20. June 5 at 1. Cour. 
tenay & Croome, Gracechurch-s 
Aitken, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, Bose. Pet May 20. June 12 at 2, 
Linklaters & Co, Walbroo k. 
Akers, Wm Thos, Ann-st, Plumstead, Baker. Pet May 18. June 5 at 
1. Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 
Andrade, Alfred, East-st, Walworth, Meat Salesman’s Clerk. Pet May 
21. June 5 at 2. Chipperfeld, oy en Southwark. 
ey Hugh Fras Lethebri dge, St Leonard’s-on-Sea, Sussex. Pet 
20. June 6 at 2, Duncan & Co, Southampton-st, Blooms. 


ace Richd Isaac, ow lg Debt, London. Pet May 18. June 5 
Bireh, Jon, Hu eterd-rd, iol t of employment, Pet May 
irch, Jon, Hunge' ’ loway, out of emp! mn e' 
18. June6at2. Harrison, Basin; esingball-ot 
Bridgeman, Geo Wm, Huntley-st, ttenham-ct- rd, Surgeon. Pet 
oa 21. June5at2, Johnson, Clifford’s-i -inn, Fleet-st. 
bent, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 15. June li 
li 


buildi y-lane, Law Sta- 
May 22 . June 5 at 2, a -lane. 
clark, r tiy, poate ~e a, Chelsea, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 
17, Janes at}. Bly-pl, Holborn. 
Cracknell, Th jan ie Pet May 17. June 12 at 
12. Riches, King’s Bench-walk, T wap. 
Davis, Geo, Etham-pl, Kent-st, Dover-rd, Southwark, Sunapee Pet 
May 20. June6atil. Pittman, G Guildhall. 
Dixon, Fredk Augustus, Prisoner for Debt, London. Ad} May 15. June 
17 at 11. 
Eade, Geo, Old Kent-rd, General Dealer. Pet May 20. June 12 at 2, 
BR St Mary’s-ter, Maida-hill West. 
lis, Geo, Bedford-st, Bedford-row, Bootmaker. Pet May 18. June 
— beta. Parker, jun, Bedford-row. 
Pet May 20, 


Elsey, Jonathan Neve, Prisoner for Debt, London. 

June 6 at 2, Haynes, Serle’s-st, Lincoln’s-inn, — 
— Spencer-rd, Hornsey, Ironmonger. Adj May 15. June 17 
Feat, Windsor, Berks, Coal Merchant. ™ paar 15. June 5 at 





Anderson & Son, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapsi 
Flanedy, John, Prisoner for Debt, London. yrs May 15. June il 
atl 
Gardiner, om, bey ) Core, Pockheus:e7e> Conmnereial Clerk. Pet 
May (7. Harrison, Basinghall-s 
Garrett, Shas P Cor for Debt, London. ea Ma 22, June 10 at 11, 
Greenwood, Hy Bickerton, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 15. 
June 11 at 11. 
Hedge, Thos, Prisoner for Debt, Hertford. Adj May 15. ae wien &. 
pe Tan, Devonshire-ter, Bull-lane, Stepney, Chi 
May 2l.” Juno 17 ab 1). Pittman, - Gotdhall-cham! 
oA Ae 
some Richd, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet May 15. June Il 
at 
Johnson, Fredk, St George’s-st East, Bossting-bowp Keeper. Pet 
May 18. June 12 at 12. Wood, Basinghall-s : 
Lawrence, Jas Geo, Upper Thames-st, — ” Pet May 20, June 1? 
at 1. , Basinghall- “St. 
Mansfield, Saml, Jamaica-s t, Commercial-rd East, —. Pet oe 
20. June 12 at 2. Pituman, Guildhall-chambers, Basin, 
MoNally, Thos D’Arcy, Water-st, Bridge-st, Blackfriars, Biden Pet 
ae 21, — g at ii, Steadman, n’s-avenue, ue, Coleman-s 
pper TOBS-8' Pet r une 
| ni N nGt wae Lin a oe 
utt, Wm, iow 4 oe coln’s-inn, Bookbinder. Pet 
21. June 5 at " Dobie, Basin ghall-st. rie! 
Nutt, Wm Hy, Whitefriars-st, Fleet-st, Leather Dresser. Pet May 17. 
June6 atl. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Pardoe, Wm, Portland-ter, Portland-rd, Notting-hill, Cheesemonger. 
Pet vay 20. JuneSati. Braddon, Danes-inn, Stran 
ra, pone Arthur, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 15, Juno 
Mik. 5) Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 20 (for pau). 
— 17 at 12. Pittman, Guildhall-chambers, pang = my Bt. 
» John, Malden-rd, Kentish-town, Baker. Pet May 20. June 5 
: Ely-pl, Holborn. 
Edmund, Prisoner for Debt, Springfield. Adj May 16. 
Walford, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj 15, June 17 at 12. 
Ware, Edwd Geo, t, Barbican, out of b Pet May 20. 
June 6 at 2. Lewis & Co, vo hall-st, 
Wells, Thaddeus, H Rrunsetaboe, Nae ad of Music. Pet 
May 22. June 10 ail, shiors, New-inn, Stran 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Aplin, Rene Deal, Ma » Somerset, Parmet, Pet May 2!, Win- 
Ashton Geek o Hills, sherborne Pawnbroker. Pet 20 
’ ly r awn r. i. 

dune 5atil. Cotton , ~ 


Biden, . Southsea, Builder. A 18. Portsmouth, June 
| i . “want pes bnoten sak May 21, Bris- 
tol, June 5at'il, ngham, Bristol, rite tp) 
John, Dealer. Pet May 20. Poole, June 
at Hi. Tasner, Wimborne, Minetr. FOB A tiga 
June i003. Biegs, dete. 
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Adj May 9. 


Chatfield, Reuben , Stafford, Beerseller. Stoke-upon- 
June 8 at "i. 


Chell, Derhy, Fy Li a ean Assistant. Pet May 2. Derby, 
June 19 at 12, Smi' Se 
Cottom, John, Prisoner for Debt, York. Adj May 16. Leeds, June 
il, 
Croke, Abrahe: m, Leeds, Tailor. PetMay 20. Leeds, June7 at 12. 
rancis, Leominster, Hereford, Socsstery. Pet May 14, Leo- 
minster, June 3 at 10.30. Moore. Leominste: 
Frank, Meare, Somerset. Pet May 13, Bristol, June 


Baker. 
‘ man, Weston-super- Mare. 
Disney, Wm, 1, Gorleston, Suffolk, Chemist. Pet May2i. Gt 
Yemen, "June 7 at 11, Diver, Gt Yarmouth. 
Dixey, Wm, Southminster, Essex. out of business. Pet May 20. Mal- 
doniens 10 at 10. Jones, Chelmsford. 
Doran, ay Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj May 15, Swansea, 
Derby, June 19 at 12. 


at 
Eyre, Geo. D Derby, Butcher. Pet May 7. 


ranlkner, Wm, Y Wellingborough h, Northampton, Shoemaker. Pet May 
22, June 7 at 10. White, orthampton. 
Fletcher, Abraham, ignite Brande Pet May 21. Brad- 
» B 


aoe Booth Geldard, Spennymoor. Durham, Black- 
be ode, he tay 1 Newcastle-upon-Tyne, June 5 at 12 Hoyle 


n-Tyne. 
, Benj, Chariton, ur Wantage, Berks, Innkeeper. Pet May 
20. Wantage, ‘Jane 8 at 2, Cave, Newbury. 
Greenway, Thos Smith, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Compenten, Pet 
20, Birm, June 5 at 12. James & Griffin, Birm 
Hace! 
Swansea, June 
Harrison, Wm, es ae. Hosier, Pet May 10, Leeds, 
June 12 at 12. & Tu Leeds. 
Hearfield, John Hy, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 15. Sal- 
ford, June 8 at :30, Ambler, Manch. 
Heathcote, Edwd, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj May 14. Manch, 
Tune 4 20 9.0. Gardner. 
Henshall, John Weston, 
Jane6atill, Holden, 
Fredk, fieaaer 4 for Debt, York. Adj May 16. Leeds, 


June 13 at 1). 
Carpenter. Pet May 22. 


Hopper, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Nercaste: tle-upon-Tyne, June 5 at 11, 30, 7“ le & Co, Nowenstio-epon- 


ua eo, frenne, Gomerans, Lies Licensed Victualler. Pet May 9. 
une 5 at 
Hurl, a Jas aoa B Statbrd, Tailor. Pet May 22. Birm, June 


Hyde, Robt Abbott, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Pet May i4. Manch, 
June 8 at 9.30, Nuttall, Manch. 
bold, Ann, Leeds, Provision Dealer. Pet May 21. Leeds, June 7 


» Leeds. 
Jones, Wm bee! Pembrey, Grocer. Pet May 21. Lianelly, June 7 at 
J Le David, Wyre Flint, G Asap 
jones, 6 t, Grocer, Pet May 20. St h, Jane 
14 at 10. hobette ae Asa wal . 
aa ee hg lamorgan, out of business, Pet May 21. 
une 
Leach, John ohn, Bardsley, nr Ashton-under-Lyne, Cotton Spinner. Pet 
May is Manch, June 6 at 12. Sale & Co, Manch. 
Lewis, v= Barrett, Prisoner for Debt, Devon. Adj May 20. Exeter, 


June 4 
, or Lpool, out of business. Pet May 22. 


Mawdsley. foie, Seaforth, 
Lpool, June 5 at 11. Etty, L Mins vi te’ “lenin 

ay 20. tol, June 7 at 12. 
ss aoe Geo, Lpool, Bookseller, Pet May 22, June5at3. Etty, 


Mayo, Edwin, Bristol, Tankeser: 
oidnield, John, Salford, Lancaster, Beer Retailer. Pet May 21. Sal- 
ford, June 8 at 9.30. Stringer, Manc 
me samalt, Hal Hanley, Sta: re Potter. Pet May 22, Hanley, June 
Parker, Geo, Kendal, Westmorland, Wool Sorter. Pet May 17. Ken- 
dal. June 3 at 11. Thompson, Kendal, 
Parker, Richd, Puriton, Somerset, Attorne 20. 
June 5 at 10, Reed & Cook, >, Sallewalas. SESS Sle, 
»Jubn Morley, Saltburn- ack ae Builder. Pet May 
) June 6atli. Bond 
Randles, David Moor, Beeston-hill, nr a4 Plasterer. Pet May 22. 
Leeds, 3 June 7 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 
= wb Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Monmouth, Adj May 14. Bristol, June 


Rabluson, John a anerd, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Apshalter, Pet 
Salford, Junes at 9.30. Hltoft & pson, Manch, 

Rodwelk. Fredk Mussett, Thorrington, Essex, Blacksmith. Pet May 
PL mye June 15 at =e 30. Jones, Coichester. 

= 94 re ee » Innkeeper, Pet May 21. Cornwall, 

bley, Thos Hy, Bristol, Milkman, Pet May 22. . Bristol, June 7 at 12. 

Simons, Wm, glwaylan, Glamorgan, Colliery Proprietor. Pet May 
17, Bristol, une 5 - ll, Beckingham, Bristol, 

in, Bath, ou business. Pet May 21. Bristol, June 


mg oo 
at Grimsby Li 
sat eT a ree y, Q~-ae Joiner, Pet May 20. Gt Grimsdy, 
an, Joseph, Manch, Musio-hall Propri 
tems sateen Walmsley, has —— prietor, Pet May 22. Manch, 
lor, Geo Wm, Ramsbottom rams. Lansoster, Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet 
ay 20. June 6 at 10, Blackburn, Rami sbottom. 
Taylor, Geo Thos, Mweacile-upce- Tyee, Merchant. Pet May 21. New- 
eee Ty08, June 5 at 12,30, Ingledew & Daggett, Newcaatle- 


upon- 
Tempest, Horsley, Newoastle-upon-T . 
zt Horsley, 4" yne, Moulder. Pet May 18. New 


peel. out of business. Pet May 21. Lpoole 


a, ane Sata.” Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker.” Adj May 15..|°"~ 





Walmsley, Jehn, Prisoner Debt, Manch. May 14. Salford 
oo deta ll alot, Manche on 
Gloucester, Dealer in Hay. Pet May 


Thos, Tewkesbury, 
ai. Bristol, June 5 at il. Lowe, Dudley. 
Wodson, Wm Geo, Ne upon-Tyne, Builder's Clerk. Pet May 18, 
Newcastle, June 7at10. Bo 
Tugspar, May 28, 1867. 
To Surrender in London. 
Aerts, Went Vaughan, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 20. 
ane | 
aes m, Bedge-at, Southwark, Surgeon. Pet May 21, June 
atll, Halse & 
an, Se fon, Whart , City-rd, Clerk. Pet May 22. June 17 


Dennis, S 
crow, _& Bain, Cecil-st, Strand, out of business. Pet May 24, June 
Dat 2. Bradley, Fenchurch-st, 
Denton, John Alfred, Brighton, Cigar Merchant. Pet May 21. June 
17 at 12. Shiers, New-inn. 
Dobson, Alfred, Miles-lane, Cannon-st, Leather Merchant. Pet May 
18. June 17 at2. Hand, Coleman-st. 
Wardrobe Dealer. 


Edwards, Wm, Brunswick-parade, Upper No 
Pet 24. June 10 at 12. Brown, Weavers’ 
'm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 21 (for pau). 


Everitt, 
—— ot Cole hington, Barking-town, Essex, Clerk. Pet Ma 


Jane I7at 1l. 
Coleman-6! 
; Dag 5 Dosies Sener Tailor, Pet May 24. 
une Jy at 12. jie, Basing! 
Harris, jun, Jousy-ct, Agate stent, Wine Merchant. Pet May 25, 
June 10 at 2. ‘Morgane W rg gm 
aera miico, Journeyman Baker, Pet 
ls & on Fore-st. 


Aldermanbury, Merchants. Pet May 
poses & Co, OldJewry: 
Lester, John Wm, Auckland House, Lower Norwood, DD. Pet May 
22. June 1) at 12, Hoeper, , Sackville-st, i ay 
» Thos, Hunge rd, Camden-rd, Cabinet Pet May 
Jane 17 at 1. oe Clifford’s-inn. 
Perry, Wm John, Arlington-st, New North-rd, peaton, Cab Driver. 
Pet May 24. June liat!, Beard, Basinghall-si 
Potts, Wm, Romford, Eseex, Clerk. Pet May 24. - i7atl. Peek 





& Downing, Basinghali-st. 
Puddy, Geo, Hammersmith, Boot aber. Pet May 20. June 12 atl, 
Rowdon: i SMortimes’ Bi <3 See -rd, Physician. Pet 
ne- 
May 24. f= 10 at 12. Hol ng te ey 
Thos, Redcross-st, Southwark, Printers’ Broker. . Pet May 
25. June l0atl. ates, Gone 
ag jane 17 at 12. King, Queen ide, . 
1. une atl 
nat a . Prisoner for Debt, Coin. May 25, June 
ll at Bae Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
-ter, My ene Mile-end, Grocer. Pet 
satay at = 17 at 1. nD, it. ‘ 
T , Leonard Haddon, Lessness-heath, Reis Weestee 
7 22. Jane lata.” Hughes & Co, Waterleo-pl, Pall 
Thorp, Chas, Riley-st, Russell-st, Hanging Manu- 
facturer. Pet May2l. June li at 12, Moss, Gracechureh-st. 
Thrower, Edwd, Pembroke-rd, pose -park, Bootmaker’s Assistant. 
Pet 22. June I! at 12. ate, 
Timms, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 24 (for pan). June 
lt at 2, Mullins, St Pt 's-pl, Canonbury. 
ee soner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 20. June 
Walker, Robt ay 3 dane roo aw kh ot 
holsterer. Pet May ane | ws ° . 
tiorneyrs’ Cloth.” Pet Oo 25, 


hoes Kine-ot my mg st. 

Williams, Jas Horniblow, Royal-avenue-ter, Chelbea, Surgeon. Pet 

May 23. Janell atl. Voules, Gresham- 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Ainsworth, » Preston, Lancaster, Yarn Agent. Pet May 24, 
Preston, Bove at 10. Edelsten, Preston. 

Arnold, Wm, Lincoln, Boot 1 Adj May 9. Lincoln, June 8 at 
i. Brown & Son, 

or Wm Matthew, Manch, Scrivener. Pet May 24. Manch, 

‘une 7 at 12. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch 

Ball Robt, Knottingley, York, a Pet May 25, Leeds, June 
7 at Wainwrig it & Co, Wi 

Bland, Win, York, Tailor. Pet Menon 24, Leeds, June l7at 11, Bond 


& Barwick, Leeds. 
Redruth, Cornwall, Widow. Pet May 23. Redrath, 


Branch, Mary Ann, 
June is atll. Holloway, Redruth 
Briggs, Saml, Lone roy eng Merehant’s Clerk. Pet May 22. 
Leeda, Jane 12 at 12. a. 7. ull, 
Burkhell, Fi Chester, Beerseller, Pet April 
clint mince, Me iat 11 Ashton, Free Maker. Pet May 25. 
ton, i 
Walsall, June 22 at 12. "aeworth, 7 aoe dy 
Clee. 3 Jas, Sreeee. b urham, Tailor. Pet May 23, Stockton-en- 
Tees, June Dodds & Trotter, Stockto 
Davis, Narnard Di mimoek, ve Butcher. Pet May 23. Bedford, 
Jane 10 at 3 Lcaarver Stimson, Bedford. 
iat, i Pane Stafford, Platelayer. Pet May 24, Hanley. June 
Sutton, 
England, 


55 ee iB. Soe Rie ae eee 
Meg dg pare — be 7 hg Farmers. Pet May 25. 


Rochdale, June 12 at 11, SS 





732. 


THE SOLICITORS” JOURNAL & REPORTER. June 1, 1867, 








Gunning, Robt Ashby, Bristol, Ale and Porter Merchant. Pet May 25. 
Bristol, June 8 at in ieee, Bristol. 

nee eee Saundersfoo t, Pembroke, Iron and Brass Founder. 
Pet April 18. Narberth. Jamo’ 7 at 10. 

Havil for Debt, Gloucester. Adj May 18. Gloucester, 
June 8 at 12, 

Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 15. Lpool, 

June7 at 3. 

Hibbert, Chas, —— Mandeville, Wilts, Stonemason. Pet May 23. 
Shaftesbury, Jane ll at 12. Wilsor. & Co, Salisb 

Hodson, Jas Whitworth, Cloudesley-ter, Liverpool-rd, ‘Publisher. Pet 


May 25. Exeter, June 12 at 12. Sanders & Burch, ‘Exeter. 
i, pots, Soughton, Flint Engineer. Pet May 18. Flint, June 
1s atl it, Chester. 
Jones, doh Briton Fe: , Glamergan, Builder. Pet May20. Neath, 
June 7 atl. Plews,: ferthyr Tydffl. 
McGregor, Danl, Prisoner for Debt, a eeeener. Adj May 13. Ports- 
mouth, June 17 at-12. ‘Stening, Portsea. 
Milburn, Herbert, Middlesborough, York, Innkeeper: Pet May 27. 
Leeds, June 13 at 11. Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 
Hy, Okeford, Dorset, Attorney. Pet May 21. Exeter June 12 
ty tee Te k, Man 
or’ ufacturing Chemist. Pet May 24. 
Leeds, June‘13 at il. Pallan, Leeds. yi 
Phipps, Jas, Sapehen, Gloucester, Draper. Adj May 18, Chelten- 
une I3 a 
Presant, Philip, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj May 16 (fer pau). 
Norwich, June }lat 11. Stanley, Norwich. 
West Hartlepool, Durham, Innkeeper. Pet May 23. 
Neweastle-apon-Tyne, June7 at 12. Turnbull & Bell, West Hartle- 
Robbins, 4g Birm, Labourer. Pet May 24, Birm, June 21 at 10, 
Coesten, B irm. 
m, Bassingham, Lincoln, Batcher. Pet May 25. Newark, 
io Sab 12, Brown, Lincoln 
ylance, Hy Tuder, and John Forbes, Prestwick, nr Manch, Celour 
Manufacturers. Pet May 7. Manch, June 18 at il. Leigh, Manch. 
Smith, Ferdinand, Birm, Pork Pie Maker. Pet May 23. Birm, June 
{2at 12. Maher, Birm. 
Spittle, Tom, Maindee, Menmouth, Accountant. Pet May 22. New- 
port, June li at 12. Farr & Wade, Newport. 
Thomas, Thos, Gilfachgoch, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
May 21. Pontypridd, June 8 at 11. Thomas Pontypridd. 
Turner, Geo, Stockton, Durham, Painter. Pet May 20. Stockton-on- 
Tees, June 15 at il. Clemmet, jun, Stockton. 
Wall, Alf, Bradford, York, Ale and Porter Merchant. Pet May 17. 
Leeds, ‘ane | 13 at ll. Simpson, Leeds, 
Wharmby, Thos, Warksmoor, Chester, Carder. Pet May 25. Chapel- 
en-le-Frith, June 8 at 10. Hodgson, Manch. 
White, Saml, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj May 16 (for pan). Nor- 
wich, June li at 11. Emerson, Norwich. 
Whitehead, Jas, Bury, Lancaster, Tailor, Pet May 23. Manch, June 
7ati2. Crosslan Bary 
ef ry ge Thos, South Church, ur Bishop Auckland, Coke Drawer. 
Pet Ma: Bishop Auckland, June 6 at 10. Stafford Du rham. 
Wilson, in, Sheffield, Millwright. Pet May 24. Leeds, June 19 at 
12. Sugg, Sheffield. 
Woelstenhulme, Edwd, and Henry Nelson, O!dham, Lancaster, Cotton 
Waste Dealers. Pet May 21. Manch, June 7 at 12. Cobbett & 
Wheeler, Manch. 
Wengieer, — Bedlington, Northumberland, Manager. Pet May 
Morpeth, June 13 at 10, Swan, Morpeth. 
Weight, Wm, Bloxwich, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet May 22. 
. falsall, June 10 at a Sheldon, Wednesbury. 
ork, Jo! isoner for Debt, Warwick. A Ma 18, Birm, Ju 
Tat 12. James & Griffin, Birm a) tay P 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Friary, May 24, 1867. 
Barton, Robt Cox, Bristol, Draper. May 16. 


Collins, Jas Scott, Southampten, no profession. May 21. 
Smith, Sami Cater, Prisoner for Debt, Ipswich. May 16. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf : their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 


‘ ie may be made in the first instance according to the following 
Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor’ 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i. ¢., whether for a term certain, or by 
payments) 


annual or other 
shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build- 


PxvrosaL ror Loam ow Monrcaces. 


Security (state 
ngs, state the net annual income) 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
¥. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Sccretary. 


RAY’S INN CHAMBE ZRS, HOLBORN.—Suites of 

Offices to be LET in this handsome ‘pullding. adapted for Companies, 
Solicitors, Architects, Auctioneers, Building Societies,&c. There is a 
splendid room, 4ift. by 34ft.,. on the first floor. Also front ground floor 
premises, 44ft. deep, a Wine Merchant's fronts, with very extensive 
wine vaults —For om apply to . HoLnowar, Gray’s-inn- 
chambers, 1 49, High Holborn 





P\HE IMPERIAL LAND COMPANY of Marseilles, 
i (Limited), Netice is hereby given that a call of £1 per precy 
‘has this day been made upon the shares of com) + Payable at 
the National are 13, Old Broad-street, London, on M , the 10th 
of June instan By order of the 

CHARLES oo aa Secretary; 


No. 10, St. Swithin’s Lane, London, 27th May 1867. 


ESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES, Investments, ‘and 
Building Land.—Messrs. DOWSETT & CHATTELL'S PRINTED 
LIST contains particulars of some desirable RESIDENTIAL PROPER. 
TIES, ranging from the small villa with its garden to the mansion with 
its park and lands; also secure investments in ground rents, farms, and 
house properties ; also eligible building land, from 4 small plot to several 
acres, All properties particularised in this list have been personally in. 
spected by Messrs. Dowsett & Chattell, and great care has been taken to 
give faithful descriptions. It may be obtained gratis on personal appli. 
cation, or by postfor one stamp, at the estates offices, Ne. 29a, Lincoln's. 
inn-fields, London. 


LACK’S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos. 
sessing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
te Sterling Silver. Fiddle Pattern. Thread. King's, 
£4 £n4 £85240 £58. @ 
Table Forks, perdoz...... 110 Oandlis 0 28090 38 
Dessert ditto ... 1 0 Oand1 10 0 ; 
2 








110 Oandl 18 0 
1 0 Oand110 0 
Spoons .. 012 Oand018 0 1 
Every Article for the “Table asin Silver, A Sample Tea Spoon 
warded on receipt of 20 stamps. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON. 


LACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Iron Fenders, 3s.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. 6d., with standards; superior 
Drawing-room ditto, 14s. 6d. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 208. Patent 
Dish Covers, with handles to take off, 18s. setofsix. Table be ae cand 
Forks, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 73s. 6d. 
Is, 6d, set of three; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. «he set. Teapot, 
with plated knob, 5s..6d.; Coal Scuttles,2s.6d, A set of Kitchen 
sils for cottage, £3. Slack’s Cutlery has been celevrated for 50 veal 
Ivory Table Knives, 14s., 16s., and 18s, per dozen, White Bone Knives 
and Forks,8s, 9d. and 12s.; Black Horn ditto, 8s. and 10s. All war- 





ranted. 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
chasers are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
prices of Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Ironmon- 
gery, &c. Maybe had gratis or post free, Every article marked in plain 
figures at the same low prices for which their establishment has beea 
oar for nearly 50 years. Orders above £2 delivered carriage free 
per rai 

RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerset House. 
 Sacipk abe AND ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, ! 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, £.C., 

Parliamentary Bills, Appeals, Bills of Complaint, Memorandums and 
Articles of Association, Legal Forms, Notices, &c. 

Prospectuses of Public Companies, Share Certificates, Show Cards, 
Cheques, Insurance Tables, Policies, Proposal Forms. 


Catalogues, Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Posting Bills, and all 
General Printing. 


ILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS, 
FOR CASH, 48, 6d. PER PAGE, 
A Lower Charge tian has hitherto been offered by the Trade, 
Price if put To ACCOUNT, 
10 Copies, 20 Copies. 30 Copies, 
8 pages.........£2 28. Os. £2 38. 6d, £2 4s, 6d. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, 











50 Copies. 
£2 6s. 6d, 





n\HE SMOKER’S BONBON effectually removes 
the Taste and Smell of Tobacco from the Mouth and Breath, and 
renders Smoking agreeable and safe. It is very pleasant and wholesome, 
red by @ patent process, from the recipe of an eminent physician, 

by SCHOOLING & Co., Wholesale Confectioners, Bethnal-green, London, 
7 and 14 stamps.—Sold by 


in Sixpenny and Shilling boxes; post free, 7 
Chemists, Tobacconists, &«. 


HILLIPS & COMPANY'S TEAS ARE BEST 
AND CHEAPEST. STRONG to FINE BLACK TEA, 1s. 644 
2s., 28. 6d., 35., 38. 4d, Most Delicious ao Tea is now only 3s, 64, 
pound, Pure, Rich, Rare, Choice Coffee, 1s, 4d., 1s, 6d., 1s.8d, PHI 
& CO., Tra ype ares King sn pdigae City, London, E.C, 
A price current free. Sugars at market prices, 

PHILLIPS & CO. send all goods Carriage Fres within eight ‘miles of 
No. 4, King William-street ; 40s. worth Carriage Free to any arg 
Station or Market Town in England, Phillips & Co, have no agents, nor 
any connexion with oy! house in ‘Worceater ¢ or Swansea, 








\FFICES to be LET (Chancery- -lane)—First and 
(iam en, No. 119, vepptatee teas meer —hpply Mr. Henny 





ASSIS TO ) HOLD — THE | N UMBERS of o 
1 SOLICITORS’ JOORNAL and WEEKLY REPORTER, can be had 
at the Office, or through any Bookseller, Price 3s, 6d, and 7s, 6d, 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 





INSTITUTED 1858. 





The Seventh Annual Festisal 


IN AID OF THE FUNDS OF THIS ASSOCIATION, WILL TAKE PLACE AT 


WILLIS’S 


ROOMS, KING 


STREET, ST. 


JAMES’S LONDON, 


ON MONDAY, THE 10th OF JUNE, 1867, 
THE RIGHT HON, THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE BOVILL 


GEORGE BRINDLEY ACWORTH, Esq., Rochester. 


WILLIAM SIMMONS ALLEN, Esq., Birmingham, 
JAMES ANDERTON, Esq., London. 

THOMAS AVISON,- Esq., Liverpool. 

EDWIN BALL, Esq. Pershore. 

GEORGE WILLIAM BARNARD, Esq., London. 
ARTHUR BARNES, Esq., Lichfield. 


GEORGE BEETHAM BATCHELOR, Esq., London. 


THOMAS BEARD, Esq., London. 
THOMAS WARD BLAGG, Esq., St. Albans, 
WILLIAM FRANK BLANDY, Esq., Reading. 

JOHN BARON BOWKER, Esq., Bishop's Stortford. 
ALFRED ISAAC BRISTOW, Esq., London. 
ALFRED RHODES BRISTOW, Esq., London. 
EDWARD BROMLEY, Esq., London. 

THOMAS KEMMIS BROS, Esq., M.A., London. 
EDWARD BURKITT, Esq., London. 


GRANTHAM ROBERT DODD, Jun., Eaq., London, 
CHARLES FEW, Esq,, London. 
FREELAND FILLITER, Esq., Wareham. 





IN THE CHAIR. 


STEWARDS. 
JAMES FLUKER, Esq., London. 
JOHN THOMAS FRY, Esq,, London. 
KEDGWIN HOSKINS FRYER, Esq., Gloucester. 
WILLIAM BROOKS GATES, Esq., Northampton. 
OLIVER GREEN, Esq., London. 
GEORGE CATTELL GREENWAY, Esq., Warwick. 
THOMAS HAMLIN, Esq., Wrington. 
THOMAS HARRISON, Esq., London. 
ALEXANDER HART, Esq., Dorking, 
JOHN HART, Esq., Dorking. 
WILLIAM HINE HAYCOCK, Esq., London. 
EDWIN HEDGER, Eeq., London. 
THOMAS HODGSON, Esq., York. 
HENRY WILCOCKS HOOPER, Esq., Exeter. 
EDWARD E. P. KELSEY, Esq., Salisbury. 
JOHN KENDALL, Esq., London. 
HENRY KIMBER, Esq., London. 
FREDERICK AUGUSTUS LEWIS, Esq., London. 
MATTHEW SKINNER LONGMORE, Esq., Hertford. | 
EDWARD MACKESON, Esq., London. 
HENRY MARKBY, Esq., London. 
JOHN WILLIAM MARSH, Esq., London. i 
BENJAMIN MARSLAND, Esq., London. | 








RICHARD SMITH MASON, Esq,, London, 
AUGUSTUS WAKEFORD MAY, Esq., London. 
JOHN BRADDICK: MONCKTON, Esq., London. 
JOHN MULLINGS, Esq., Cirencester. 

THOMAS FRANCIS PEACOCK, Esq., London. 
JUSTLY PEARSON, Eaq., Liverpool. 

JOSHUA JOHN PEELE, Esq., Shrewsbury. 
JAMES POPHAM, Esq., London. 

GEORGE W. K. POTTER, Esq., Secondary of London 
WILLIAM NAPIER REEVE, Esq., Leicester. 
PHILIP BRICKMAN, Esq., London, 

ALFRED JOSEPH RIDDLE, Esq., London. 
JAMES ANDERSON ROSE, Esq., London. 
CHARLES SAWBRIDGE, Esq., London. 
WALTER SCADDING, Esq., London. 
WILLIAM SHAEN, Esq., M.A., London. 
CHARLES AUGUSTIN SMITH, Esq., Greenwich, 
SIDNEY SMITH, Esq., London. 

HENRY SOWTON, Esq., London. 

JOHN STALLARD, Esq., Worcester. 

JOHN SMALE TORR, Esq., London, 

HENRY WALKER, Esq., London. 

GEORGE BRASH WHEELER, Esq., London. 


Dinner Tickets, One Guinea each, may be obtained-of the Secretary, or of any of the Stewards. 
DINNER ON THE TABLE AT HALF-PAST SIX 0’CLOOK. 


9, CurrorD’s Inn, Lonpon, E.C, 


THOMAS EIFFF, Secretary. 


Bankers.-THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, CHANCERY LANE BRANCH. 





INE TRADE.—The Goodwill, Stock, and Fix- 

tures of an old-established Firm, together with the remainder 
(34 years) of Lease of Premises, most eligibly situated, being near to 
Piccadilly, to be disposed of. For terms and other particulars, apply by 
letter only, with real signatures and addresses, to Messrs. Frere, Chol- 
mneley, & Forster, Solicitors, 28, Lincoln’s-inn Fields. 


OTANDA.—May number now ready. Plain Is 6d, adhesive 2s. 
Nous DIGEST, by. TENISON EDWARDS, 
Fi te. a Esq,, Barrister-at-Law, from December, 1862, to April, 1867, 


This digest is kept up ey by means of half-yearly indexes, each 
index taking the place of the preceding one. Yearly subscription, when 
paid in advance, 15s. 

SrEvENs & Sons, 26, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn. 








This day is RY cos rice 20s., cloth, : 
ARLIAMENTA Y COSTS.—Private Bills. Elec- 
= ee ort Sees, House of Lords, By EDWARD 
Esq., of the Taxing Office, House of Commons, and of 
the Eramioors’ Office, House of Lords and House of Commons, 
Third Edition, 
London: Stevens & Sons, 26, Bell-yard,Lincoln’s-inn. 


rte de nd | ge pe Hs LAWS, 
t 8vo. 
‘HE LAW. ‘of ‘the ¢ BUILDING of of CHURCHES, 
panes, AND SCHOOLS, and of the piynee of Parishes 
y CHARLES FRANCIS TROWER, M.A., of the Inner 
Temple, Esq., Tones late. Secretary of Presentations to Lord 
Chancellor Westbury. 
London : Borrzawoatan, 7, im 7, Fleet-etreet, Her Majesty's 6 Law Publishers, 


st pul st published 0s. 6d. 
SUCCINCT "TREATIS TON THE COPYHOLD 
a — practical working and effect thereof, and the mode 
of nder the same for effecting enfranchisement. By JAMES 
0 one the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law 
London; Srevens & Sons, Bell-yard, 





—. 








6 volume, crown & ice 3s, 
A ‘TREATIDY ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
Siere te = - d wy a to Vice-Chancellor -— 
Lincoln’ bie, gee eA By VER STEPHEN ROUND, Esgq., 
London: 59, Carey-etrent, Lincoln’s-ina, 








| forwarded to Mr, 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 119, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


| F bri GREEN (many years with the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and 
hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. Parlia- 
mentary notices specially considered. 





To Landowners, Trustees, Farmers, Solicitors, and Others. 


ESSRS. YEULETT & SON, Auctioneers, 
Valuers, and Land Surveyors, beg to inform the abeve they 
continue to make Surveys of Land and Valuations of — Farms, 
&c., with promptitude, guaranteed accuracy, and despa Property 
submitted to Auction on moderave .erms, which may tek eas on appli- 
cation at their — 13, Walbrook, Londoa, E.C. 


R. ROBINS, of ‘5, Waterloo-place, Pall Mall 

Auctioneer, Surveyor, &e » respectfully gives notice that his 

LIST of PROPERTY for SALE, including every class of dhe doy 

some specially eligible, will be ‘forwarded post-iree on application as 

above. Money required on Mortgage, in sums of various amount,.on 
good securities. 





Periodical Sales (established 1843), appointed to take place the first 
Thursday in every month, of Absolute and Continzent Reversions te 
Funded and other Property, Life Interests, Annuities, Policies of Assu- 
rance, Advowsons, Next Presentations, Manorial its, Rent e 
Post Obit Bonds, Debentures, Shares in Docks, Mines, Rail 
Insurance Companies, and other public undertakings for the enghing 


year, 
R. MARSH begs.to announce that his PERIODI- 
A. CAL SALES (established in 1843), for the disposal of et de- 
scription ef the avove-mentioned PROPERTY, tako place on the first 
Thursday in each month thooughout the ensuing year, at the 
October 3 


Coffeehouse, Gresham street :— 
December 5 
November 7 


June 6 | August | | 
July 4 September 5 | 
Notices of sales intended to be effected bythe above means should be 
Marsh ut least 9 fortight antecedent to the abeve 
dates,—45, Cannon-street, EC 
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“LERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERA. LIFE 
ge tig va SOCIETY 


Bosvus wo, 1867, 
The presented at a at held on the 3rd January last, for 
the declaration of the Eighth Bonus, showed, 
1.—As to the progress of the Society. 
that during the quinquennial period which terminated on the 30th June, 
1866, 


New Assurances for a total sum of £1 518,181, and yielding £50,497 in 
Annnoal Premiums, has been which sums the former exceeded 
by £31,811. and the latter by £2,392, che: corresponding items of any pre- 
vious period ; that 
The Income had increased from £195,400 to £215,327 per annum; 
and thet 
The Assurance Fund. efter payment of £85,303 on account of Bonus at 
the last Division, had risen from £1,422,191 to £1.619,539. 
2.— As to the financial position mn of the 
That the Assets on the 30th June, 1866, were. «21,619,539 14 8 
And the Liabilities on the same date ......... 343 


Leaving @ SUrplUS Of .....r0cererererrssesrreece £275,830 15 6 


and that, after setting aside £50,000 as a | reserve fund, 
"The Available Profit was £225,830 15s, 6d., of which sum £225,000 was 
for division. 
3.—As to the Results of the Division. 
That the portion of this sum a five-sixths, or £187,500 — 
which fell to the Assured, would es 

Reversionary addition to the of £272,682, averaging 45 per 
Cent., or varying, with the different naa, Dom 3 to 85 per Cent. on the 
premiums paid since the last division ; and that the 

Cash Bonus, which is the exact uivalent of such reversionary Bonus, 
would average 26 per Cent. of the like premiums. 

The Report explained at — the nature of the Investments and the 
bases of the calculations, the results of which, as above shown, are emi- 
nently favourable. 

The next Division of Profits will take place in January, 1872, and Per- 
sons who effect New Policies before the ead of June next will be en- 
titled at that division to one year’s additional share of Profits over later 
Assurers, 

Prospectuses, Forms cf Proposal, the Report above mentioned, and a 
detailed account of the proceedings of the Bonus meeting, can be obtained 
from any of the Society’s Agents ; or of 

GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and rage 
13, St. James’s-square, on, 8. W. 
COMMISSION. 

10 per Cent. on the First Premium, and 5 per Cent. on Renewals, is 
allowed to Solicitors. The Commission’ will be continued to the person 
introducing the Assurance, without reference to the cheanel through 
which the Premiums may be paid, 


ACCIDENTS WILL HAPPEN, 
Everyone should therefore provide against them ! 
£1000 u cast or Deata, on £6 ree Waex waite Latp ur x Insuay 
CAUSED BY 
ACCIDENT OF ANY KIND, 

May be secured by an Annual Payment of from £3 to £6 5s, to the 
RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 
The oldest established Company in the World insuring against 
ACCIDENTS OF EVERY DESCRIPTION. 

64, CorsHit, anp 10, Recent Sirrext, Lonpon. 

WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 
NUITIES AND REVERSIONS., 
AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


Chancery-lane | ondon. 
_ Caarmmax—The Right How Rassell | uraeye AY C., M.P., Recorder of 


Derurr-Caainman—Sir W. . ‘Alexander, Bart. Qc. 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred An- 





Loans may 
Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and 
granted on favourable terms. 
and Forms of Proposal, and all further information, may 
be at the office. C, B. CLABON, Sec. 


HE GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND IN. - 

big COMPANY, Office, 5, Whitehall, London, S.W 

Established | Further special Act of Parliament 
dana 18 Viet. cap. 130. Capital £500, 

The business of ofthis Company consits in the purchase of or loans upon, 

vested tag es in landed or funded pro- 

perty, or securities; also life interests as well as in expec- 


tation ; carectenpclamanneranenanee 
and forms of be obtained from the Secre- 
tary, to whom all communications should be add: 
WM. BARWICK HODGE, Actuary and Secretary. 
HE GENERAL LAND DRAINAGE and IM- 
PROVEMENT COMPANY: 
Works of Drai: 











[HE AGRA BANK a QLMIT ED, 


Established in 1838.—Capital, £1 
HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, ‘LONDoy, 
BANKERS, 

Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE, & Co., and BANK OF ENGLAND, 
Brawones in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Ag, 
Lahore, ——— Hong Kong. 
Cpmnpan Acooures:are hemp <2 Head Office en the terms on. 
tomary with Lendon. bankers, and interest allowed when the crojj 
balance does not fall below oar 
Deposrrs received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
yy per cont, per per eanum, subject to % months’ a of withdrayy), 





RIENTAL BANK CORPORATION 
Sil acta ata ent Ase 
COURT OF DIRECTORS. 
Cuaraman—HARRY GEORGE GORDON, Esq. 
Derouty-Cuainuax—WILLIAM SCOTT Bernie ay 


James Bl Bed 
Duncan James Key. Bag Esq. | James ames Waker, Esq. zt, Ha 


Charles J. F. ls go 


The Bank of England; The ° Union Bank of London. 
The C grant Grafts end neqethen os Cy eee 
Bombay, Calcutta, Madras, Pondicherry, Ceylon, H 
Yokohama, Mauritius, Melbourne, and 
which may be ascertained at their office. They also issue 
or the use of travellers by the Overland Route. 
They undertake the agency of parties connected with Indi, the ye 
chase tna sale of Indian securities, the safe custody of Indian G 
a al ye the receipt of interest, dividends, pay, pensions, &e., and ty 
of remittances between the above-named pe atin 


also deposits of £100 and upwards, repa: 
nate, and is fa — a ton ee 


on application at 
Office hours, 10 ta 3; aoien 10 to:2. 
London 1867, 


WENTY THOUSAND POUNDS to be advanal 
on application, in sams of £100 and upwards by the 
PLANET PERMANENT BUILDING AND INVESTMENT SOCKET! 
pen marian ¢ Haws Se situate in any part of the 
Menthly Re ts, includi in for each il 
vn tal a= 
| Syears, | lOyears, | I2years. | 
ee z . ~ £5. 4, | £84 








~ 6 years. a 
“£8. 4. 
113 2 


Redemption at any time 
Established by Act of 
Annual business exceeds 





1 110 019 2 


£at 
oT) 

payment of balance of due, 
- Principal 


£300,000. 
EDMUND W. RICHARDSON, Secretary. 
Offices, 39, City-road, London. 








nr Tyner LIFE SSSURANCE SOCIETY. 
f 1? per r cent. prnpeatitg or HARLES MCCABE, $8 
% i Suffolk-street, London, 8.W 





18%perucz. “© TARRAGONES. 
BOTTLES AND CASES INCLUDED. 
Post Orders on Vere Street. 
CHARLES WARD AND SON 
WINE MERCHANTS, 
MAYFAIR, W., LONDON. 
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